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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 


INCORPORATED a.p. 1720. 


GOVERNOR: Str NEVILE LUBBOCK, K.C.M.G. 
FIRE, LIFE, SEA, ACCIDENTS, BURGLARY, ANNUITIES, 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY 
(Inewding ACCIDENTS to DOMESTIC SERVANTS). 
The Corporation will act as :— 
FXECUTOR OF WILLS. 
TRUSTEE OF WILLS AND SETTLEMENTS. 





Special Terms granted to ANNUITANTS when health is impaired. 








Apply for Full Prospectus to the Secretary, 
Head Office: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 


FIRE 


ENTAILS LOSS OF PROFITS. 
INSURE AGAINST IT BY THE 


“LAW GUARANTEE PROFITS POLICY.” 


For Prospectus and Rates, apply: 


LAW GUARANTEE 


TRUST & ACCIDENT SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


HEAD OFFICE: 49, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
CAPITAL FULLY SUBSCRIBED ~- - ~-  £2,250,000. 


THE BRITISH LAW FIRE 


INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED, 
5s, LOTHBURY, LONDON, E.C. 


(with Branches throughout the Kingdom), 

SUBSCRIBED OAPITAL AND RESERVES  - = 1,280,000 
FIRE, LOSS OF PROFITS DUE 10 tIRE, EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY under 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, and independently thereof, ACCIDENT AND 

SICKNESS, and BURGLARY, 
Gentlemen in a position to introduce Business are invited to undertake Agencies within 
the United Kingdom. 
No Foreign Business undertaken. 
Manager and Secretary -H. FOSTER CUTLER. 











LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED 1836. 








FUNDS - © « ee «© £6,317,000 
INCOME - + + + «+ £843,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - £ 3,000,705 
BUSINESS IN FORCE -_ - £23 680,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prorrrs. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 











Age Premium | Age | Premium Age | Premium 
m 16 */, | 40 | £2 10 °, 











20 |178°%,| 30 





£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results, 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





40 yrs. 
£1,199 £1,438 $1,724 $2,067 





| Duration 10 yrs. 20 yrs. 30 yrs. 
Amount of Pclicy | 





Full information on application to 
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Current Topics. 


The Public Trustee's Report. 

Tue Pusic Trustee has issued his report of the first year’s 
working of his office. The office was opened for the transaction 
of public business on the lst of January, 1908, and in the course 
of the year 325 trusts were undertaken. In addition to these some 
100 further cases had been accepted, and were at the end of the year 
in course of being transferred to the Public Trustee. Of the 
325 trusts undertaken, 232 were ordinary trusts, 16 com- 
prised reversionary property only, 9 were cases of custodian 
trusteeship, 34 were executorship and administratorship cases, 
29 were small estates, and 5 were convicts’ administration cases. 
It is not surprising that the office should for the first year have 
been carried on at a loss. The receipts were £4,460, and the 
expenses £7,732, thus leaving a deficit of £3,272. Apparently 
this will not recur. 

The Public Trustee as Guardian. 

THE Pustic Trustee has felt the force of the criticism that his 
office might lack something of the human element in the adminis- 
tration of trusts, and he has made up his mind that he and hfs 
assistants shall be human if they are nothing else. He speaks 
with pride of having forty-six children under hiscare. They visit 
him at his office, he selects their schools, arranges schemes of 
education for families, fixes their pocket money, and arranges 
that income shall be available at Christmas=to provide Christmas 
presents. It is a gratifying picture, but it is not convincing. 
Official control of children is nothing new. Any Chancery judge 
could tell how it works. But because officials take an interest in 
their wards it does not follow that the system is ideal or even 
desirable. It is simply a last resource for children who cannot 
find suitable control with their own relations and friends. The 
report gives details as to the methods of the office and the 
practice as to investments. The nominal value of the invest- 
ments now held by the Publio Trustee is £1,735,568. The office 
does not in general undertake trusts involving the carrying on 
of a business, and in no case can a business carried on for 
more than eighteen months without the consent of the Treasury. 
In four cases during 1908 businesses were carried on with a view 
2 realization and were disposed of. et scm 0 yet arisen 
or appointing deputy public trustees, a ntly it is not 
anticipated that nee fry appointments are Tcely to be made 
in the near future. The Public Trustee will carry on the work 
at his own office with the local assistance which he is able to 
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livered the judgment of the court, holding that the growth of the ivy 
over the land of the adjoining occupier was like the encroachment of 
.atree, a legal nuisance and the subject of an action, but that the 
remedy could only be enforced against the person who had actually 
— the damage to occur. The judgment was, therefore, 

or the defendant. This decision, which is supported by the 
authorities and is in accordance with the ancient maxim, “ Uulpa 
tenet suos auctores,” may be thought to involve some hardship, but 
‘it seems to be the policy of our law to make the tenant liable for 
a nuisance on his premises and to jeave him to his remed 
against his landlord. The case of Smith v. Giddy (1904, 9 K. B. 
448) has decided that an action may be brought against a 
neighbour for allowing his trees to overhang the boundary between 
his premises and those of the plaintiff, and we see no reason why 
this decision should not extend to an encroachment by the 
defendant’s ivy. We believe that so long as this plant does not 
penetrate the substance of buildings by means of any fissure there 
is not much to be feared from it. If, however, it thrusts its way 
into any crevice, the natural expansion of its roots may hasten the 
decay of the structure. Such injury is not always easy to prove, 
and there does not appear to be any reference to nuisance by the 
growth of ivy in the text-books on the law of nuisances, 


Copyright in Ancient Manuscripts. 

IN THE recent case of Evans v. Tout (reported in the Times of the 
11th inst.) a question of real importance to scholars and educa- 
tionists would have been ventilated if the parties to the suit had 
not come to a wise and mutually satisfactory settlement of their 
dispute. That question is, who, if any one, is entitled to pro- 
tection for copyright under the Copyright Act of 1842 in 
respect of ancient manuscripts, and of faithful mimetic or “ diplo- 
matic” transcripts of the same, mere copies without trans- 
lation or annotation? In these days when archeology and 
excavation are subserving accurate learning, there is the 
continual chance of medizval or ancient vellum or papyrus being 
rescued from oblivion to shed light upon some early chapter of 
human progress. Moreover, the monasteries of Europe must still 
contain a multitude of such -records. Is the first discoverer of 
such a sheet, roll, or book of history to be regarded as the author 
or proprietor of its literary contents, so as to obtain the statutory 
monopoly? Or is the hungry crowd of professors and students, 
waiting to assimilate the new piece of knowledge and to hand 
it on, edited and annotated, to an equally hungry mankind, 
free to copy it and to copy any copy of it, provided that the 
original is once let out to daylight? Is there, or is there not, a 
difference between the case of a living author or his immediate 
family, and that of a Roman scribe or a clerkly monk of the 
thirteenth century ? And where is the line to be drawn ? To these 
conundrums, which may well yet provide a serious and practical 
dispute if some new Aristotelian treatise be foundin Athens, or a 
new “ Romaunt ” of Chaucer ina private library, case-law does not 
provide a specific answer, and it is by no means clear that any one 
of these original texts per se is good subject-matter of copyright, 
or that a most painstaking copyist of any one of them could 
enjoy protection against literary larceny, In Walter v. Lane 
(1900, A. C. 539) the stenographer who first recorded Lord 
ROSEBERY’S speeches-was held to be the “author” of them 
withiu the meaning of the Act, but then he did in fact first 
reduce them to writing, which is a real difference. In so far as in 
fvans v. Tout the careful and painstaking plaintiff whom the 
Universities of Oxford and of Wales had honoured for his devotion 
to the service of Welsh literature was shewn to have made accurate 
transcripts into printed volumes of medizval texts not previously 
80 well given to the world, it is doubtful if he could have sustained 
copyright in them, unless he accompanied them with corrective 
and supplementary labour of his own. Quite apart from such 
side issues as the right of fair extract, publication for different 
purposes, and leave and licence to print, the question as to “author- 
ship” and its reward remains unsettled. In Lesiie v. }ouny 
(1894, A. C. 335) the House of Lords declined to protect the mere 
publication in a particular order of time-tables issued by railway 
companies, while it recognized the skill and expense laid out in 
composing abridged information of circulartours. The distinction 
is significant and has its bearing on the question of old manu- 


Nuisance from the Encampment of Gipsies. 

IT APPEARS that meetings have recently been held to discuss 
measures for the abatement of the nuisance caused in Surrey by the 
encampment of gipsies. It may be hoped that the landowners 
who agreed to join an association for the prevention of these 
encampments may be more successful than those who in the six- 
teenth and seventeenth centuries inflicted savage punishments on 
these wandering persons. Gipsies, like all living things fere nature, 
will disappear before the development of the rural counties of 


Y | England, and their disappearance will probably be hastened by the 


laws for the deportation of aliens. These will prevent their num- 
bers from being reinforced by the large bands which have hitherto 
made the round of the Continent. 








Stamp on Agreements Providing for 


Periodical Payments. 


THE judgment of CHANNELL, J:,.in County of Durham Electrical 
Power Co. v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (7'imes, 22nd inst.) 
is a very striking condemnation of the construction recently 
given to the Stamp Act, 1891, in relation to agreements containing 
provisions for payment of sums of money at stated periods, and the 
learned judge intimated that the course adopted by the Inland 
Revenue Commissioners was likely to lead to such inconvenience 
as to necessitate the interference of the Legislature. ‘The first 
suggestion, indeed, of the present liability for stamp duty seems 
to have been made in Limmer Asphalte Co. v. Inland Revenue 
Commissioners (L. R. 7 Ex. 211), but the extended application of 
the doctrine is of quite recent date. 

In the case just cited the plaintiff company entered into an 
agreement under seal with a licensee by which, in consideration of 
£7,500, they purported to grant the sole licence of carrying on the 
business of asphalte paving in Lancashire and Cheshire, and they 
covenanted to supply asphalte at a specified price per ton. Of the 
consideration money, £1,500 was paid at once, and the remainder was 
to be paid by montaly instalments of £1,000. The commissioners 
claimed an ad valorem duty on £7,500 ason a conveyance on sale— 
that is, £37 10s.—and also additional ad valorem bond duty on 
£6,000—that is, £7 10s. The court rejected these contentions , 
the first, on the ground that the licence did not, under the circum- 
stances, pass any property, since the company had no exclusive 
rights in regard to the use of asphalte in the two counties ; hence 
there was no conveyance on sale; and the second, on the ground 
that if the instrument had been such a conveyance, so as to attract 
the ad valorem duty, it would not have been liable to a further 
duty in respect of its secondary operaticn as a security 
for unpaid purchase-money. ‘There is,” said MARTIN, B, 
in delivering the judgment of the Court (KeLty, C.B:, and 
CHANNELL and MartTIN, BB.), “no better established rule as 
regards stamp duty than that all that is required is that the 
instrument should be stamped for its leading and principal object, 
and that this stamp covers everything accessory to this object. 
But while the bond duty would not have been payable in addition 
to conveyance duty, yet when the view that the instrument 
operated as a conveyance was rejected, its operation as a security 
for £6,000 remained, and it was held liable to a deed duty of 0s. 
and to the bond duty of £7 10s. 

The Limmer Asphaite Co's case was peculiar in that no pro- 
perty passed by it, but the principle that an agreement involv- 
ing periodical payments is subject to ad valorem duty received 
recognition in Jones v. Inland Kevenue Commissioners (1895, 
1 Q. B. 484), and that case seems to be the foundation 
for the present wide application of the doetrine. ‘There the 
plantiff, who carried on business as a theatrical ticket agent under 
the name of Keith, Prowse, & Co., had entered into an agreement 
under seal with the National Telephone Co. for’ the use of 
telephone lines and apparatus between his various offices. There 
was to be a yeaily rent of £11 5s. per line, calculated on a maxi- 
mum of forty-five lines—that is, £506 5s. The commissioners 
claimed bond duty on this sum at 2s. 6d. per £5, the rent being 
payable for an indefinite period, and the claim was allowed. The 
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property been “lands, tenements or heritable subjects,” the duty 
would have been 5s. per £50, or £2 15s.; but since, if a lease at 
all, it was a lease of chattels, it would have been “a lease 
of any other kind not hereinbefore described,” and only 
10s. would have been payable. The court (WRIGHT and 
Cottins, JJ.) held, however, that leases in the Stamp 
Act did not extend to leases of chattels. ‘“ Whether,” said 
CoLLINS, J., “one can speak technically and strictly of a lease of 
chattels or not, I do not think that in this statute a lease of 
chattels is contemplated, or that rent reserved by a lease or tack 
of chattels can be said to embrace such an annual payment as is 

eed to be paid for the hire of these chattels in this case.” 
oss. since the document did not operate as a lease, the doctrine 
of the Limmer Asphalte Co.’s case applied, and ad valorem bond 
duty was payable on the annual rent. 

In the above cases the instruments in question were under seal, 
and this favoured the view that they operated as a security for 
money. But in Conservators of the River Thames v. Inland 
Revenue Commissioners (18 Q. B. D. 279) a Divisional Court 
(DenMAN and Hawkins, JJ.) declined to treat on this 
footing an agreement not under seal. By the agreement there 
in question the ccnservators authorized certain persons to 
construct and use a jetty in consideration of an annual payment 
of £75. The commissioners claimed that this was either a con- 
veyance on sale, or a lease, or a security for money ; but all these 
contentions were rejected by the court, and it was held to be 
sufficiently stamped as an agreement. The court shrank from 
holding that an instrument under hand of this nature could be 
treated as a security. The case, however, was adversely criticized 
by CoLLins, J., in Jones’s case (being there erroneously referred to 
as Taylor v. Overseers of Pendleton (see 1899, 1 Q. B., p. 260) ; and 
in National Telephone Go. v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (1899, 
1 Q. B. 250; 1909, A. C. 1) the doctrine of the earlier cases was 
expressly extended to the case of an instrument under hand. That, 
like Jones's case, related to an agreement with the National Tele- 
phone Co. for the use of telephone wires and apparatus, the rent 
being £12, and it was held that it was chargeable with 7s. 6d. as 
a security for the rent, and not with 6d. as an agreement, The 
words of the schedule are “ Bond, covenant, or instrument of any 
kind whatsoever, (1) Being the only or principal or primary 
security . . . for anysum or sumsof money at stated periods, not 
being interest for any principal sum secured by a duly stamped 
instrument, nor rent reserved by a lease or tack.” In the Court 
of Appeal it was held that this heading was not restricted to instru- 
ments under seal, and that since the instrument created the 
liability for the rent, it constituted a security for it; and this 
result was affirmed by the House of Lords. 

In the present case of County of Durham Electrical Power 
Co. v. Inlund Revenue Commissioners (supra) CHANNELL, J., 
has pointed out that the above decision of the House of Lords 
has consequences considerably wider than seem to have been 
hitherto contemplated. An agreement under hand which is 
chargeable neither as a conveyance, nor as a lease, nor 
under any other specific head, is primarily chargeable with 6d. as 
an agreement, except where it is exempted altogether, as where it 
relates to the “sale of any goods, wares, or merchandise.” But 
if it provides for the payment of purchase or other money by 
instalments, then, on the above construction, it becomes a security 
fur such payments, and is liable to ad valorem bond duty. In the 
present case the agreement was for the supply of electricity, for 
which there was to be a fixed charge of £57 10s. per quarter, and 
also variable charges. The commissioners claimed ad valorem 
ca Poe in the above cases, and the learned judge pointed out 
pea! the claim was right, every contract for sale which provided 

eferred payments would be chargeable with ad valorem duty. 
ie ae however, that it was an inevitable consequence of 
mes 8 elephone Co. v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (supra) 
pale . * ae _ right, and he allowed the ad valorem duty. 
a a pr - the agreement in the present case was for 
Gees goods, but this was no ground for distinguishing it from 
have “~ ~ = In all there was an agreement which might 
yd “3 eld to be chargeable as such, had the court treated 
pear han rimary operation, and so excluded any other liability 

“uty. But this was not done. Too readily, in the opinion of 





CHANNELL, J., it was held that they operated as securities and 
were chargeable as such. The Solicitor-General stated that the 
Inland Revenue authorities did not in practice require sale con- 
tracts, where the payment of purchase-money was deferred, 
to be stamped as securities. But the learned judge does not seem 
to have been impressed with the feasibility of the commissioners 
varying the law in this fashion. It is for the court to take a 
stamp objection, and if, under the Act as interpreted by the 
decisions, a contract for sale of goods subject to deferred payment 
is liable to ad valorem duty, it does not help that the commissioners 
are not in the habit of charging it. It is obvious that the whole 
matter has fallen into confusion, and probably the best way will 
be to bring telephone and electrical supply agreements, and hire 
agreements generally, under the head of leases. 








Compensation Cases under the 
Licensing Act, 1904. 


Tue Licensing Act, 1904, which providts for the payment of 
compensation on non-renewal of a publican’s licence, bas already 
produced quite a smell crop of decisions in the courts. We 
propose to refer to some of the cases connected with the pay- 
ment of the compensation moneys to the persons entitled under 
section 2 of the Act. 

By sub-section 1 of section 2, “ Where quarter sessions refuso 
the renewal of an existing on-licence under this Act, a sum equal 
to the difference between the value of the licensed premises . . . 
and the value which those premises would hear if they were not 
licensed premises, shall be paid as compensation to the persons 
interested in the licensed premises.” By sub-section 2, “the 
amount shall be divided amongst the persons interested (including 
the holder of the licence) in such shares as may be determined 
by quarter sessions,” with power to refer the question to the 
county court. The sub-section also provides that if the amount 
is determined by the Inland Revenue Commissioners, and not 
quarter sessions, there may be an appeal to the High Court, 
and the amount is to be determined, “as on the valuat‘on of 
an estate for the purpose of esta'e duty.” 

Two cases have been decided in the King’s Bench Division 
with respect to the method of arriving at the amount of 
compensation money, and three cases in the Chancery D.vision 
with respect to the method of dividing the compensation among 
the persons entitled. 

In Ashby’s Cobham Brewery. Co., Petitioners (1906, 2 K. B. 754), 
the question for decision was how to arrive at the total amount 
of compensation, and the proceedings took the form of an appeal 
to the High Court from the Commissioners of Inland Revenue. 
The appeal was heard by KENNEDY, J. (as he then was). The 
amount of compensation assessed by the Inland Revenue Com- 
missioners was £455, the amount claimed was £2,839, and the 
amount finally awarded was £1,497 10s. The method of arriving 
at the proper amount is fully set out in the report. The general 
result of the combined effect of section 2 of the Licensing Act, 
1904, and section 7 of the Finance Act, 1894, is thus stated | y 
KENNEDY, J.: The court “has to assess the amount of compensa- 
tion by finding the price of the licensed premises in the open 
market, adding to that the depreciation (if any) of the trade 
fixtures, and deducting from this sum the price which the 
premises would fetch in the open market if unlicensed.” 

In the other King’s Bench case—Liverpool Corporation v. Peter 
Walker & Son (Limited) (1908, 2 K. B. 33)—the question of the 
division of the compensation among the persons entitled had 
been referred by the quarter sessions to the county court, and 
on appeal was carried, first, to the Divisional Court, and next to 
the Court of Appeal. The sum to be divided was £603, and 
£75 of this was the agreed share of the licensee. The point 
before the county court was how to apportion the £603, and 
incidentally the £75, between the lessees and the freeholders. 
The lease had twenty years to run at a pepyercorn rent. It was 
contended that, on the analogy of tenant for life and remainder- 
man, a 4 per cent. basis of calculation should be adopted, and the 
£603 should be divided so as to give the frecholders £275. and 
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The New County Court Rules. 


UNDER THE Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908, various duties 
are imposed on county courts, in particular with regard to 
arbitration under the Act. We print elsewhere a set of County 
Court Rules which have been made for the purpose of regulating 
this jurisdiction. Under section 32 the court is empowered to 
appoint a guardian for the purposes of the Act of a landlord or 
tenant who is an infant without a guardian, or a person of un- 
sound mind not so found, and the first of the new rules regulates 
the manner in which an application for such an appointment must 
be made. The second schedule to the Act (paragraphs 5, 13) 
empowers the county court to remove an arbitrator who has 
misconducted himself; and in the same case, or when an 
arbitration or an award has been improperly procured, the court 
may set the award aside. Applications for this purpose 
are regulated by rule 4. Particulars of the ground on 
which the application is made must be filed, and the application 
must be supported by an affidavit. Apart from the special 
provisions of the ruie, the procedure on the application will be the 
same as in ordinary county court actions, determined by the judge 
without a jury. Under paragraph 9 of Schedule II. an arbitrator 
may, and, if so directed by the county court, must state ques- 
tions of law in the form of a special case. The procedure under 
such circumstances is regulated by rules 2 and 3, and rules 5 and 
6 prescribe the mode under which costs of an arbitration are to be 
taxed, and a review of taxation obtained under paragraph 14. The 
remaining rules—rules 7 and 8—provide for the recovery of 
compensation under the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908, and the 
—" and Cottage Gardens Compensation for Crops Act, 

887.) 


The Indian Councils Bill. 

THE NEW Indian Councils Bill—“ An Act to amend the Indian 
Councils Acts, 1861 and 1892, and the Government of India Act, 
1833 ”—is a short measure, consisting of seven sections and two 
schedules, Section 1 relates to the constitution of the eight 
Legislative Councils that now exist in British India, and provides 
for the presence in them of elected members, in addition to 
nominated members as at present ; the details of the provisions 
enacted are to be carried out by means of regulations. Section 2 
relates to the existing Executive Councils of Madras and Bombay. 
Section 3 enables an Executive Council to be appointed in 
provinces where none now exists. Section 4 enables vice- 
presidents of the Executive Councils to be appointed. Section 5 
is the most important part of the Bill, more important even than 
the provision tor elected members in section 1, Power is given 
to the Governor-General, the Governors, and Lieutenant-Governors 
respectively to make rules for the purpose of discussing in 
the Legislative Councils the annual financial statements 
of the governments, discussing other matters of public interest, 
and asking questions. These rules, however, are to be 
sanctioned by the Governor-General when made by a Governor 
or Lieutenant-Governor, and by the Secretary of State when 
made by the Governor-General. Moreover, these rules may not 
be altered or amended by the Legislative Councils themselves. 
Ample provision is thus made for keeping the Legislative Councils 
in hand. Section 6 gives power to make regulations for carrying 
the provisions of the Act into effect. Section 7 gives the short 
title, &c., and makes provision for bringing the Act into operation ; 
it is contemplated that the provisions of the Act shall not be 
brought into operation all at once in every province. Schedule I. 
gives the maximum numbers of the different Legislative Councils, 
varying from thirty to sixty. As Anglo-Indian statutory law 
already affords us illuminating illustrations of codified law in the 
shape of the Contract Act, the Trusts Act, &c., we may expect 
to see in the near future a codified version of May’s Parliament- 
ary Practice in the shape of rules of procedure for the guidance 
of the Indian Legislative Councils. 

The Adoption of Children. 


SOME DISCUSSION has been roused by the proposal of Mr. JoHNn 
Burns that the large number of persons who have no 
children ‘of their own might adopt those of the poor. ‘It 
is undoubtedly true that there are many childless couples 
who long for the society of children, and many parents of 


families who would gladly be relieved of the burden of one or 
more of their children ; but in England there is no law under 
which parents can resign for ever the guardianship of their 
children, and there is always the fear that at some future period 
they may repudiate their agreement and claim the custody of 





the child. The French law concerning adoption is contained in 
sections 343 to 360 of the Code Civil. We cannot think that the 
provisions of this law would be acceptable to Englishmen. The 
persons to whom adoption is permitted must be over fifty years 
of age, and must at the time of adoption have no legitimate 
children or legitimate descendants ; and adoption is only permitted 
when the adopter can prove that during a period of at least six 
years he continuously assisted and looked after the person he 
proposes to adopt, and that such person was during such period 
a minor, or, secondly, that the person proposed to be adopted saved 
the adopter’s life in a fight, or saved him from death by fire or 
water. Englishmen would regard these conditions with impa- 
tience, and they would be even less satisfied with another clause, 
which enacts that adoption can in no case take place before the 
person to be adopted has attained his majority. The procedure 
by which the status of adoption is created involves more publicity 
than is usual in this country, and if adoption should ever be sane- 
tioned by English law its regulations will probably be of a simple 
and elastic character. 


Liability of Owner of Flats in Respect of 
Unlighted Staircase. 

CASES RELATING to the liability of the owners of flats for in- 
juries caused by dark and unlighted staircases will be regarded 
with interest by a large proportion of the inhabitants of London. 
In a case of Lewis v. Ronald, tried recently in the West London 
County Court, the plaintiff was delivering fish at a block of 
flats owned by the defendant. It appeared that there was only 
one tradesmen’s entrance to these flats, at the end of the building. 
The plaintiff, finding a brass plate bearing the words “ Tradesmen s 
Entrance,” opened the street door, went down a winding staircase, 
found himself in darkness, and, going on, fell down a flight of steps 
and was injured, The question left to the jury was whether the 
plaintiff was justified in going on in the darkness in a place with 
which he was unacquainted. The jury found that the staircase 
was insufticiently lighted, and gave the plaintiff a verdict with £35 
damages. The case is perhaps distinguishable from the recent 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Huggett v. Miers (1908, 2 K. B. 
278), where it did not appear that the defendant had any duty to 
keep the staircase properly lighted, but the difficulty in the way 
of the plaintiff in the present case was that he persisted in using a 
staircase with knowledge that it was dark and dangerous. 


Barristers and the Metropolitan Water Board. 

A NUMBER of barristers practising in the Chancery Division, 
who occupy chambers in New-square, have received an unwelcome 
communication from the Metropolitan Water Board as to their 
future charges for the supply of water. A large proportion of 
these chambers have hitherto been supplied with the small 
quantity of water which they require for their daily use from a 
standpipe or pump belonging to Lincoln’s-inn, the water being 
drawn in cans by the laundresses and carried to the floors of the 
different buildings. Water for these standpipes has been supplied 
by the waterworks company under a special agreement. The 
consumers have now received a demand note for water rate from 
the Water Board, accompanied by a memorandum informing 
them that, following upon the passing of the Metropolitan Water 
Board (Charges) Act, 1907, the agreement with the Inn 
has been determined, and that in future they will be 
rated as occupiers of buildings held as separate tenements at 
the prescribed rate (5 per cent. of the rateable vate of the house 
or building or part of the house or building in respect of which 
the supply is required). This demand is in accordance with the 

licy of the Act, which provides for uniform scales of charges 
applicable throughout the limits of supply of the Water Board ; 
but the inhabitants of New-square can hardly be expected to 
resign themselves with anything like patience to the addition of 
several pounds a year to the rental of their premises as the con- 





sideration for a quantity of water the commercial value of which 
does not exceed es or three shillings. It may be assumed that 
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“the Board have acted under legal advice, but they appear to have 


paid litt!e regard to the maxim, Summum tus, summa tyuria. We 
understand that they have made similar claims in communications 
with the Benchers of the Inner Temple, and that the matter has 
been under consideration since the commencement of last year. 


Transfer of Government Securities. 


ATTENTION is once again called by an article in the Financial 
and Commercial Supplement of the Times of the 19th inst. to the 
inconveniences which are incident to the existing method of trans- 
ferring stocks at the Bank of England. The administration of 
British Government securities is entrusted to the bank, but, for 
some reason, which is probably rather historical than practical, 
the bank authorities insist on a peculiar method of transferring 
stock. The ordinary mode of transfer is there unknown, and the 
transferor is required to attend either personally or by attorney 
to sign the transfer at the bank. The process is at once incon- 
venient and unsatisfactory. If the transferor wishes to avoid the 
stamp of 10s. on the power of attorney. he must arrange with his 
broker to accompany him to the bank. The broker there 
youches for the identity of the transferor, and the transferor signs 
a part*of the book which purports to contain the crenale: 
He cannot, however, so readily examine this as an ordinary 
transfer deed forwarded to him for signature, and he is practically 
in the hands of the broker and the official, Moreover, no 
certificates, except certificates to bearer, which are in particular 
denominations and are little used, are issued by the bank, and, 
until recently, it has been a matter of difficulty to obtain verifica- 
tion of the amount of stock standing to a particular account. In 
this respect an improvement was made about three years ago, 
but the practice on transfer of Government and inscribed stock is 
very much iess convenient than the ordinary practice on transfer 
of shares, and thearticle mentioned above gives figures which 
indicate that this is a serious restriction on the number of stock- 
holders. Jn March of last year the number of accounts in Consols 
open at the Bank of England and Bank of Ireland were 144,398, 
the average amount of an account being £3,684. In France, where 
the national debt is administered by the Ministry of Finance under 
more elastic arrangements as to transfer and transmission, the 
accounts in Rentes open at the end of 1907 wore 4,631,857, with 
an average amount £191. It is stated that the provincial stock 
exchanges are strongly in favour of improved facilities for the 
transfer of Government securities. 


Erroneous Income Tax Returns. 


Tue Court of Appeal have given in Atiorney-General v. Herbert 
Till (Times, 18th inst.) an important decision on the right of 
the Crown to recover penalties for incorrect returns under the 
Income Tax Acts. Under the Income Tax Act, 1842, provision 
is made for the rendering of returns of income, and section 55 
enacts that “if any person who ought by this Act to deliver 
any. . . statement as aforesaid shall refuse or neglect to do sv,” 
then he will be liable to forfeit £20 and treble duty, or, in the 
alternative, to forfeit, in an action in the High Court, the sum of 
£50. In the present case the defendant had made for some years 
returns which were, by inadvertence, inaccurate. On the mis- 
take being discovered by the Inland Revenue authorities, 
he offered to pay the difference in respect of the last year’s 
return, but not in respect of the previous years, these sums 
being statute-barred, The commissioners replied by suing 
him for the penalty of £50, their contention being that 
section 55 applied to erroneous returns, whatever the cause of 
the error might be. But the Court of Appeal rejected this con- 
tention, and held that the section was aimed at the non-delive 
of returns, not at imperfections in returns delivered ; thoug 
the Master of the Rolls intimated that the delivery of a return 
which was merely illusory would probably be equivalens to no 
delivery. A different view was taken in Lord Advocate v. Sawers 
(35 Se. L. R. 190), and it was held that the £50 penalty was 
incurred if the statement delivered was untrue or incorrect. But 
the Court of Appeal regarded such a construction as oppressive, and 
refused tocountenance tue attempt made in the present case to 
penalize the defendant for not making payments whieh were 
statute-barred. “Tf,” said FLercHER Movutron, L.J., “penalties 


are to be used for indirect purposes such as these, it will be seen 
that the existence of so tremendous a penalty for any error, how- 
ever small, must put the yer who ‘has to make the return 


practically at the mercy of the commissioners,” 


Old Lease for 300 Years, 

IN OUR issue of the 11th of July, 1908 (52 Soticrtors’ JOURNAL, 
635), we noticed the case of Can Corporation v. Cooper, where 
a lease for 300 years had been granted in 1599 ,and consequently 
would expire by effluxion of time in 1899. In 1892 the corporation 
purported to grant the person in ion a new lease, which of 
course involved the surrender of the old lease. This new lease, 
however, appears to have been invalid for want of the consent of 
the Local Government Beard under section 108 of the Municipal 
Corporations Act, 1882 (the Board being now substituted for the 
Treasury). The surrender of the old lease was thus only a 
conditional surrender, and the term of 300 years not expiring 
until 1899, the proceedings taken in 1908 to recover possession 
were not, as it was contended by the-defendant they were, too 
late by reason of ‘the Statute of Limitations. The Divisional 
Court on the 2nd of July, 1908, upheld the decision of the county 
court in favour of the plaintiff corporation, and the Court of 
Appeal have now dismissed a further appeal from the Divisional 
Court. It was suggested by VaucHAN WILLIAMS, LJ., that, 
but for the defendant taking up the position that the lease of 
1892 was void, it might have been possible to hold that this lease 
was voidable only, notwithstanding the want of the statutory 
consent under section 108 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 
1882. This would have raised the question of the applicability 
of the doctrine of estoppel to the ultra vires acts of a statutory 
corporation—a doctrine that has many times proved a broken 
or the hands of defendants sued by liquidators of companies 
incorporated under the Companies Acts. 


Liability of Dispenser who has Acted in 
Accordance with Prescription. 

THE WRITER of an article in one of the medical journals enters 
upon an interesting discussion of the nature of the liability of a 
chemist or dispenser who, in obedience to a written prescription, 
prepares a compeund which is calculated to endanger the life of 
any person who may consume it. Is the duty of the dispenser 
at an end when he has convinced: himself that the prescription 
has been actually written out and signed by the medical practi- 
tioner, or is he required, in a case where the mixture is primd 
facie dangerous, to make inquiries so as to guard against the 

ibility of a mistake? The case, as it seems to us, is one of 
egree. If there is a reasonable uncertainty as to the effect of the 
prescription, the person di ing it may be excused for deferring 
to the superior skill and knowledge of the practitioner, and for 
thinking that any further inquiry would be beyond his province. 
But assuming that the prescription is manifestly dangerous, his 
position is like that of a soldier who is ordered by his officer to 
fire upou an inoffensive meeting of people, and who would be 
responsible for any homicide or injury caused by a compliance 
with this order. A similar question was discussed at the time 
of the terrible naval disaster in 1893, caused by the mancuvre 
ordered by the unfortunate Admiral TRYON owing to some momen- 
tary forgetfulness on his part. An opinion was then widely 
expr that this order ought not to have been executed 
without some remonstrance on the part of the officer to whom it 
was given. 


Damage to House by Ivy. 


IN A recent case in the Brighton County Court the plaintiff, a 
hotel proprietor, claimeo the sum of £1 5s. 7d. for damage to his 
stable roof caused b os growing over it. The stables abutted on 
a garden of which the defendant was owner, but which had been 
let to a tenant for a term of years. Evidence was given that the 
ivy had grown from the defendant’s garden over the wall 
and _ e wall, “> upon 4 roof of the stable, in such a manner 
as to e the slates. e tenant appeared to be the person 
who had" pareaitsed the Ae of the ivy, but inasmuch as the 
defendant, the landlord, agreed to keep the exterior of the 
demised premises in repair, the action had been ht against him 





and the tenant had been dismissed from the suit, The registrar de- 
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livered the judgment of the court, holding that the growth of the ivy 
over the land of the adjoining occupier was like the encroachment of 
a tree, a legal nuisance and the subject of an action, but that the 
remedy could only be enforced against the person who had actually 
— the damage to occur. The judgment was, therefore, 

or the defendant. This decision, which is supported by the 
authorities and is in accordance with the ancient maxim, “Culpa 
tenet suos auctores,” may be thought to involve some hardship, but 
it seems to be the policy of our law to make the tenant liable for 
@ nuisance on his premises and to jeave him to his remedy 
against his landlord. The case of Smith v. Giddy (1904, 9 K. B. 
448) has decided that an action may be brought against a 
neighbour for allowing his trees to overhang the boundary between 
his premises and those of the plaintiff, and we see no reason why 
this decision should not extend to an encroachment by the 
defendant’s ivy. We believe that so long as this plant does not 
penetrate the substance of buildings by means of any fissure there 
is not much to be feared from it. If, however, it thrusts its way 
into any crevice, the natural expansion of its roots may hasten the 
decay of the structure. Such injury is not always easy to prove, 
and there does not appear to be any reference to nuisance by the 
growth of ivy in the text-books on the law of nuisances, 


Copyright in Ancient Manuscripts. 

IN THE recent case of Evans v. Tout (reported in the Times of the 
11th inst.) a question of real importance to scholars and educa- 
tionists would have been ventilated if the parties to the suit had 
not come to a wise and mutually satisfactory settlement of their 
dispute. That question is, who, if any one, is entitled to pro- 
tection for copyright under the Copyright Act of 1842 in 
respect of ancient manuscripts, and of faithtul mimetic or “ diplo- 
matic” transcripts of the same, mere copies without trans- 
lation or annotation? In these days when archeology and 
excavation are subserving accurate learning, there is the 
continual chance of medizval or ancient vellum or papyrus being 
rescued from oblivion to shed light upon some early chapter of 
human progress. Moreover, the monasteries of Europe must still 
contain a multitude of such records. Is the first discoverer of 
such a sheet, roll, or book of history to be regarded as the author 
or proprietor of its literary contents, so as to obtain the statutory 
monopoly? Or is the hungry crowd of professors and students, 
waiting to assimilate the new piece of knowledge and to hand 
it on, edited and annotated, to an equally hungry mankind, 
free to copy it and to copy any copy of it, provided that the 
original is once let out to daylight? Is there, or is there not, a 
difference between the case of a living author or his immediate 
family, and that of a Roman scribe or a clerkly monk of the 
thirteenth century ! And where is the line to be drawn ? To these 
conundrums, which may well yet provide a serious and practical 
dispute if some new Aristotelian treatise be found in Athens, or a 
new “ Romaunt ” of Chaucer ina private library, case-law does not 
provide a specific answer, and it is by no means clear that any one 
of these original texts yer se is good subject-matter of copyright, 
or that a most painstaking copyist of any one of them could 
enjoy protection against literary larceny, In Walter v. Lane 
(1900, A. C. 539) the stenographer who first recorded Lord 
ROsgBERY’s speeches was held to be the “author” of them 
within the meaning of the Act, but then he did in fact first 
reduce them to writing, which is‘a real difference, In so far as in 
£vans v. Tout the careful and painstaking plaintiff whom the 
Universities of Oxford and of Wales had honoured for his devotion 
to the service of Welsh literature was shewn to have made accurate 
transcripts into printed volumes of medieval texts not previously 
so well given to the world, it is doubtful if he could have sustained 
copyright in them, unless he accompanied them with corrective 
and supplementary labour of his own. Quite apart from such 
side issues as the right of fair extract, publication for different 

and leave and licence to print, the question as to “author- 
ship” and its reward remains unsettled. In Lesiie v. } ouny 
(1894, A. C. 335) the House of Lords declined to protect the mere 
publication in a particular order of time-tables issued by railway 
companies, while it recognized the skill and expense laid out in 
com posing a ed information of circulartours. The distinction 
is significant has its bearing on the question of old manu- 
scripts. 





Nuisance from the Encampment of Gipsies. 


IT APPEARS that meetings have recently been held to discuss 
measures for the abatement of the nuisance caused in Surrey by the 
encampment of gipsies. It may be hoped that the landowners 
who agreed to join an association for the prevention of these 
encampments may be more successful than those who in the six- 
teenth and seventeenth centuries inflicted savage punishments on 
these wandering persons. Gipsies, like all living things /ere nature, 
will disappear before the development of the rural counties of 
England, and their disappearance will probably be hastened by the 
laws for the deportation of aliens. These will prevent their num- 
bers from being reinforced by the large bands which have hitherto 
made the round of the Continent. 








Stamp on Agreements Providing for 


Periodical Payments. 


THE judgment of CHANNELL, J:,.in County of Durham Electrical 
Power Co. v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (7'imes, 22nd inst.) 
is a very striking condemnation of the construction recently 
given to the Stamp Act, 1891, in relation to agreements containing 
provisions for payment of sums of money at stated periods, and the 
learned judge intimated that the course adopted by the Inland 
Revenue Commissioners was likely to lead to such incunvenience 
as to necessitate the interference of the Legislature. ‘The first 
suggestion, indeed, of the present liability for stamp duty seems 
to have been made in Limmer Asphalte Co. v. Iniand Revenue 
Commissioners (L. R. 7 Ex. 211), but the extended application of 
the doctrine is of quite recent: date. 

In the case just cited the plaintiff company entered into an 
agreement under seal with a licensee by which, in consideration of 
£7,500, they purported to grant the sole licence of carrying on the 
business of asphalte paving in Lancashire and Cheshire, and they 
covenanted to supply asphalte at a specified price per ton. Of the 
consideration money, £1,500 was paid at once, and the remainder was 
to be paid by monthly instalments of £1,000. The commissioners 
claimed an ad valorem duty on £7,500 ason a conveyance on sale— 
that is, £37 10s.—and also additional ad valorembond duty on 
£6,000—that is, £7 10s. The court rejected these contentions , 
the first, on the ground that the licence did not, under the circum- 
stances, pass any property, since the company had no exclusive 
rights in regard to the use of asphalte in the two counties ; hence 
there was no conveyance on sale ; and the second, on the ground 
that if the instrument had been such a conveyance, so as to attract 
the ad valorem duty, it would not have been liable to a further 
duty in respect of its secondary operaticn as a security 
for unpaid purchase-money. “There is,” said Martin, B, 
in delivering the judgment of the Court (KeLty, C.B:, and 
CHANNELL and MartTIN, BB.), “no better established rule as 
regards stamp duty than that all that is required is that the 
instrument should be stamped for its leading snd principal object, 
and that this stamp covers everything accessory to this object, 
But while the bond duty would not have been payable in addition 
to conveyance duty, yet when the view that the instrument 
operated as a conveyance was rejected, its operation as a security 
for £6,000 remained, and it was held liable to a deed duty of 10s. 
and to the bond duty of £7 10s. 

The Limmer Asphatte Co's case was peculiar in that no pro- 
perty passed by it, but the principle that an agreement involv- 
ing periodical payments is subject to ad valorem duty received 
recognition in Jones v. Jnland Kevenue Commissioners (1895, 
1 |. B. 484), and that case seems to be the foundation 
for the present wide application of the doetyjne. ‘There the 
plantiff, who carried on business as a theatrical ticket agent under 
the name of Keith, Prowse, & Co., had entered into an agreement 
under seal with the National Telephone Co. for the use of 
telephone lines and apparatus between his various offices. There 
was to be a yeasly rent of £11 5s. per line, calculated on a maxi- 
mum of forty-five lines—that is, £506 5s. The commissioners 
claimed bond duty on this sum at 2s. 6d. per £5, the rent being 
payable for an indefinite period, and the claim was allowed. The 
alternative wag to charge it as a lease, in which case, had the 
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property been “lands, tenements or heritable subjects,” the duty 
would have been 5s. per £50, or £2 15s.; but since, if a lease at 
all, it was a lease of chattels, it would have been “a lease 
of any other kind not hereinbefore described,” and only 
10s. would have been payable. The court (WRIGHT and 
Cotiins, JJ.) held, however, that leases in the Stamp 
Act did not extend to leases of chattels. ‘ Whether,” said 
CoLLINS, J., “one can speak technically and strictly of a lease of 
chattels or not, I do not think that in this statute a lease of 
chattels is contemplated, or that rent reserved by a lease or tack 
of chattels can be said to embrace such an annual payment as is 
agreed to be paid for the hire of these chattels in this case.” 
Hence, since the document did not operate as a lease, the doctrine 
of the Limmer Asphalte Co.’s case applied, and ad valorem bond 
duty was payable on the annual rent. 

In the above cases the instruments in question were under seal, 
and this favoured the view that they operated as a security for 
money. But in Conservators of the River Thames v. Inland 
Revenue Commissioners (18 Q. B. D. 279) a Divisional Court 
(DenMAN and Hawkins, JJ.) declined to treat on this 
footing an agreement not under seal. By the agreement there 
in question the conservators authorized certain persons to 
construct and use a jetty in consideration of an annual payment 
of £75. The commissioners claimed that this was either a con- 
veyance on sale, or a lease, or a security for money ; but all these 
contentions were rejected by the court, and it was held to be 
sufficiently stamped as an agreement. The court shrank from 
holding that an instrument under hand of this nature could be 
treated as a security. ‘The case, however, was adversely criticized 
by CoLLINs, J., in Jones’s case (being there erroneously referred to 
as Taylor v. Overseers of Pendleton (see 1899, 1 Q. B., p. 260) ; and 
in National Telephone Co. v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (1899, 
1 Q. B. 250; 1909, A. C. 1) the doctrine of the earlier cases was 
expressly extended to the case of an instrument under hand. That, 
like Jones's case, related to an agreement with the National Tele- 
phone Co. for the use of telephone wires and apparatus, the rent 
being £12, and it was held that it was chargeable with 7s. 6d. as 
a security for the rent, and not with 6d. as an agreement, The 
words of the schedule are “ Bond, covenant, or instrument of any 
kind whatsoever, (1) Being the only or principal or primary 
security . . . for any sum or sumsof money at stated periods, not 
being interest for any principal sum secured by a duly stamped 
instrument, nor rent reserved by a lease or tack.” In the Court 
of Appeal it was held that this heading was not restricted to instru- 
ments under seal, and that since the instrument created the 
liability for the rent, it constituted a security for it; and this 
result was affirmed by the House of Lords. 

In the present case of County of Durham Electrical Power 
Co. v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (supra) CHANNELL, J., 
has pointed out that the above decision of the House of Lords 
has consequences considerably wider than seem to have been 
hitherto contemplated. An agreement under hand which is 
chargeable neither as a conveyance, nor as a lease, nor 
under any other specific head, is primarily chargeable with 6d. as 
an agreement, except where it is exempted altogether, as where it 
relates to the “sale of any goods, wares, or merchandise.” But 
if it provides for the payment of purchase or other money by 
instalments, then, on the above construction, it becomes a security 
fur such payments, and is liable to ad valorem bond duty. In the 
present case the agreement was for the supply of electricity, for 
which there was to be a fixed charge of £57 10s. per quarter, and 
also variable charges. The commissioners claimed ad valorem 
duty as in the above cases, and the learned judge pointed out 
posi bt claim was right, every contract for sale which provided 

rred payments would be chargeable with ad valorem duty. 
yeast bores ae 3 se an inevitable consequence of 
hes the “phone Co. v. In and Revenue Commissioners (supra) 
> Claim was right, and he allowed the ad valorem duty. 

: was assumed that the agreement in the present case was for 
= meade goods, but this was no ground for distinguishin it from 
res “ts hp In all there was an agreement which might 
aes eld to be chargeable as such, had the court treated 
pen rimary operation, and so excluded any other liability 
'y- But this was not done. Too readily, in the opinion of 





CHANNELL, J., it was held that they operated as securities and 
were chargeable as such. The Solicitor-General stated that the 
Inland Revenue authorities did not in practice require sale con- 
tracts, where the payment of purchase-money was deferred, 
to be stamped as securities. But the learned judge does not seem 
to have been impressed with the feasibility of the commissioners 
varying the law in this fashion. It is for the court to takea 
stamp objection, and if, under the Act as interpreted by the 
decisions, a contract for sale of goods subject to deferred payment 
is liable to ad valorem duty, it does not help that the commissioners 
are not in the habit of charging it. It is obvious that the whole 
matter has fallen into confusion, and probably the best way will 
be to bring telephone and electrical supply agreements, and hire 
agreements generally, under the head of leases. 








Compensation Cases under the 
Licensing Act, 1904. 


Tue Licensing Act, 1904, which providts for the payment of 
compensation on non-renewal of a publican’s licence, bas already 
produced quite a smell crop of decisions in the courts. We 
propose to refer to some of the cases connected with the pay- 
ment of the compensation moneys to the persons entitled under 
section 2 of the Act. 

By sub-section 1 of section 2, “ Where quarter sessions refuse 
the renewal of an existing on-licence under this Act, a sum equal 
to the difference between the value of the licensed premises . 
and the value which those premises would bear if they were not 
licensed premises, shall be paid as compensation to the persons 
interested in the licensed premises.” By sub-section 2, “the 
amount shall be divided amongst the persons interested (including 
the holder of the licence) in such shares as may be determined 
by quarter sessions,” with power to refer the question to the 
county court. The sub-section also provides that if the amount 
is determined by the Inland Revenue Commissioners, and not 
quarter sessions, there may be an appeal to the High Court, 
and the amount is to be determined, “as on the valuat’on of 
an estate for the purpose of esta‘e duty.” 

Two cases have been decided in. the King’s Bench Division 
with respect to the method of arriving at the amount of 
compensation money, and three cases in the Chancery D.vision 
with respect to the method of dividing the compensation among 
the persons entitled. 

In Ashby’s Cobham Brewery Co., Petitioners (1906, 2 K. B. 754), 
the question for decision was how to arrive at the total amount 
of compensation, and the proceedings took the form of an appeal 
to the High Court from the Commissioners of Inland Revenue. 
The appeal was heard by KENNEDY, J. (as he then was). The, 
amount of compensation assessed by the Inland Revenue Com- 
missioners was £455, the amount claimed was £2,839, and the 
amount finally awarded was £1,497 10s. The method of arriving 
at the proper amount is fully set out in the report. The general 
result of the combined effect of section 2 of the Licensing Act, 
1904, and section 7 of the Finance Act, 1894, is thus stated | y 
KENNEDY, J.: The court “has to assess the amount of compensa- 
tion by finding the price of the licensed premises in the open 
market, adding to that the depreciation (if any) of the trade 
fixtures, and deducting from this sum the price which tho 
premises would fetch in the open market if unlicensed.” 

In the other King’s Bench case— Liverpool Corporation vy. Peter 
Walker & Son (Limited) (1908, 2 K. B. 33)—the question of the 
division of the compensation among the persons entitled had 
been referred by the quarter sessions to the county court, and 
on appeal was carried, first, to the Divisional Court, and next to 
the Court of Appeal. The sum to be divided was £603, and 
£75 of this was the agreed share of the licensee. The point 
before the county court was how to apportion the £603, and 
incidentally the £75, between the lessees and the freeholders. 
The lease had twenty years to run at a pepyercorn rent. It was 
contended that, on the analogy of tenant for life and remainder- 
man, a 4 per cent. basis of caloulation should be adopted, and the 
£603 should be divided so as to give tho freeholkders £275. and 
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the lessees £328. The county court judge, however, thought an 
8 per cent. basis should be adopted, giving the freeholders £120 
and the lessees £483, Apportioning the £75, deducted for the 
licensee, on this footing, the freeholders were held entitled to 
£105, and the lessees to £423. This decision was reversed by 
the Divisional Court, who thought the 4 per cent. basis the 
right one. . On further appeal the Court of Appeal reversed this, 
and restored the finding of the county court. The question was 
treated as one of fact for the county court to decide, and doubts 
were expressed as to whether an appeal lay at all to the Divi- 
sional Court. 

All three Chancery cases were before judges of first instance. 
In Law Guarantee and Trust Society v. Mitcham and Cheam Brewery 
Co. (1906, 2 Ch. 98), the question related solely to that part of 
the compensation which had been awarded to the lessees, 
the defendant company. Of the total of £1,510, the lessees 
were entitled to £1,133, the freeholder £272, and the licensee 
£105. The plaintiff society were the lessee’s mortgagees— 
actually the trustees of a deed securing first debenture stock 
issued by the brewery company. As mortgagees the plaintiff 
society claimed that the sum of £1,133 should be paid to them, 
on the footing of its being part of the mortgaged property con- 
stituting their security. The defendant company denied the 
right of the mortgagees, who had not taken possession, to treat 
the £1,133 as part of the security. The plaintiffs thereupon 
took steps to have the question decided by originating summons. 
KEKEWICH, J., treated the case as one of “compulsory purchase 
of part of the premises, though not really a physical part,” and held 
that the plaintiffs, as mortgagees, were entitled to have the com- 
pensation paid to them. A declaration was therefore made that 
the defendants were not entitled to retain the £1,133, that it 
must b> paid to the plaintiffs, but so that they should not apply 
it in redemption of the mortgage debt, and that the defendants 
were entitled to the income from the investments of the money 
until the security became enforceable. 

Noakes v. Noakes d& Co, (1907, 1 Ch. 64) came before NEVILLE 

J., on an adjourned summons. As in the previous case, the 
plaintiffs were the trustees'of a debenture deed, and the defen- 
dants were a brewery company who had issued the debentures, 
The sum paid as compensation to the defendants was £2,813. 
Following the decision of Kekewicn, J., it was held that the 
money must be paid over to the plaintiffs as mortgagees. The 
debenture deed, however, in this case contained clauses em power- 
ing the trustees to invest any capital, arising through any con- 
_troversy in relation to the mortgaged premises, in the purchase 
of other licensed premises. It was held that the proceedings 
resulting in payment of the compensation were such a “ contro- 
versy,” and that the £2,813 might be invested in other licensed 
premises convenient for the purposes of the brewery company. 

The third Chancery case, Benf’s Brewery Co. vy. Dykes (reported 
elsewhere), was an action, heard before Eve, J., in which the 
lessees were plaintiffs and the owner (whether freeholder or 
superior leaseholder does not appear) was defendant. The action 
was brought to determine the parties’ rights to the compensation 
awarded by quarter sessions. A total of £2,800 had been 
divided as follows :--£1,750 to the lessees (plaintiffs), £1,000 to 
the owner (defendant), and £50 to the licensee. In 1890 
defendant had leased the premises to the plaintiffs’ predecessor 
in title for twenty one years, and had covenanted that all altera- 
tions and improvements made by the lessee should, at the end of 
the lease, be valued and paid for by the lessor. By another 
deed it was also agreed that the difference between the then 
value and the value at the expiration of the lease should be paid 
by the defendant to the lessee, and as security the defendant 
covenanted to deposit with the lessee the title-deeds of the 
property. This Teposit was duly made. The value of the 
premises in 1890 was fixed at £910. In 1896 the plaintiffs 
became assignees of the lease and of the lessee’s rights. In 1907 
the compensation was awarded. The premises were valued, 
without a licence, at £1,100 (£2,800 in all having been awarded 
as compensation for the depreciation). The plaintiffs’ claim in 
the action was substantially that the defendant was not entitled 
to retain the £1,000 awarded to him as owner, but that it 
belonged to the plaintifis as representing depreciated value, 


and would, but for the proceedings before quarter sessions, hayg 
been payable by the owner to oR, esis as enhanced value of the 
premises at the end of the lease. This really amounted tog 
claim that, in the words of Eve, J., “ the interest of the lessor in 
the premises was limited to a right to receive his rent during the 
continuance of the term, and on its determination to get back a 
property of the value of £910, and all other interest in the 
premises belonged to the lessees.” Apparently the learned judge 
thought this was not the true construction to be placed on the 
contract between the lessor and lessee. But he considered it 
unnecessary to decide the case by reference to the terms of that 
contract, and held that the answer to the plaintiffs’ claim was 
that, the justices at quarter sessions having desided what the 
respective rights of the plaintiffs and de’endant were, the High 
Court had no jurisdiction to entertain the action so far as it 
might bring about a re-diyision of the compensation fund, A 
declaration was accordingly made that the plaintiffs had a charge 
as equitable mortgagecs upon the premises and the £1,000, as 
security for the payment of the difference between £910 and the 
value of the premises at the end of the lease, excluding the 
£1,000 as representing part of those premises. 








Reviews. 


Marine Insurance. 


ARNOULD ON THE LAW OF MaRINE INSURANCE AND AVERAGE 
E1cutn Epition. By Epwarp Louis pe Hart, M.A., LL.B 
(Cantab.), and Raupn Ivirr Sruey, B.A.(Oxon.). Barristers-at-Law 
In Two Votumes. Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 

In the seventh edition of this work the present editors reverted, as 
far as was possible, to the text and arrangement of the second edition, 
the last for which the author, Sir Joseph Arnould, was responsible. In 
the present edition they have been faced with the problem how to 
adapt the book to the Marine Insurance Act, 1906 ; whether to adhere 
to the arrangement of the seventh edition, or to follow the Act. The 
book, however, did not readily lend itself to re-arrangement as a mere 
commentary on the Act ‘nor, indeed, as the editors observe, is the Act 
an exhaustive summary of the law of marine insurance. Hence they 
have not made any alteration in the scheme of the work, nor, 
although the law is now declared by statute, have they discarded the 
sources from which the law has come. A subject on which the 
marine insurance world bas been a good deal exercised lately is the 
expediency of restricting the facilities. for obtaining p.p.i. or 
honour policies—the initials standing for “ policy proof of interest.” 
The attitude of the courts towards these policies is discussed at 
pp. 409 to 414. The Legislature interfered: in 1746 to invalidate 
wager policies of this kind, and like provision is now made by 
section 4 of the Marine Insurance Act, the prohibition being extended 
to foreign as well as British ships. Nevertheless, p.p.i. policies 
are continually taken out by persons who have an insurable interest, 
and hence it seems that the courts may entertain an action on them 
if there is an agreement that the p.p.i, clause shall be taken to be 
deleted: Buchanan v. Faber (4 Com. Cas. 227n), Gedge v. Royal 
Exchange Assurance Corporation (1900, 2 Q. B. 214). It is, however, 
the nature of this class of business that payment should be made 
without question, and it is seldom that litigation in respect of such 
policies is thought of. There is a further question aither they are 
within the Gaming Act, 1845. The editors submit that they are not, 
but the matter has not been decided. The publication of this edition, 
incorporating the provisions of the Marine Insurance Act, will be 
of great service to lawyers and business men engaged in marine 
jnsurance. 





Books of the Week. 


American Law . Review. 
& Turner. 

The Receiver and Manager in Possession. By ANDREW BINNIE, 
F.C.A., C.A. Gee & Co. 

Guide to the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, with Full Ex- 
planatory Notes of all Cases Reported since the Year 1900, and of the 
Statutory Provisions introduced Pe he Acts of 1900 and 1907. By 
CuarLes J. Astaury, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

Restrictive Covenants affecting Land, By W. Arnotp Jouiy 


January - February, 1909. Reeves 





| M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
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Correspondence. 


Legal Education. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I think it high time we had a change in the system of a 
solicitor’s education. The average articled clerk is not taught as he 
ought to be the science of law. All he gets for his premium is the 
chance of picking up some idea of the practice of the law. 

As we we now many local universities and law schools, I 
think the Law Society ought to compel the clerk to take a course of 
legal theory. 

Medicine has long since given up the idea of educating a medical 
student by simply compelling its student to attend at thé surgery 
of a busy doctor. 

We must have office work, I admit, but before entering on such 
work alaw student should first take a course in a recognized law 
school. He would then be in a far better position to pick up and 
undérstand the practice of the law. 

I note. that the Pharmaceutical Society have obtained power in 
their new Act. to regulate the scientific education oftheir .students 
Surely we ought not.to be behindhand with our system of legal 
education. 

As regards the extra cost of attendance at a law school, there can 
be no objection, as solicitors are recruited from the same class as the 
bar or medicine. The educational standard of the profession must 
be kept up. What did for our grandfathers will not do now, as 
education has made great strides in the last thirty or so years. 

Feb. 21. REFORMER. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


CANTERBURY CORPORATION v. COOPER. No. 1. 
16th and 17th Feb. 


Lease—ConDITIONAL SURRENDER—CoRPORATE LAND oF MunicipaL Cor- 
PORATION—LEASE FOR Lives—Consent or Loca GOVERNMENT BoaRD 
not OspTaIneD—LEASE GRANTED IN CONSIDERATION OF SURRENDER OF 
Existina Lease—Estopper—MunicipaL Corporations Act, 1882 
(45 & 46 Vict. c. 50), s. 108—Locan Government Act, 1888 (51 & 52 
Vicr. c. 41), s. 72. 








In 1892 a municipal corporation, in order to compromise an action 


between themselves and the holder of a lease of corporate land from 
them for the residue of a long term that would expire in 1899, accepted 
the surrender of the long lease and granted a new lease rent free for 
the lessee’s life. The sanction of the Local Government Board was, 
however, not obtained to the lease of 1892, and that lease was conse- 
quently bad. The lessee remained in possession for more than twelve 
years after the grant of the lease of 1892, and set up a title to the 
freehold under the Real Property Limitation Acts on the footing that 
the lease of 1892 was bad. 

Held, that whether the lease of 1892 was void or voidable (as to 
which the Court expressed no opinion), there was only a conditional 
surrender of the former lease of 1892, and as the lease of that date 
was bad the surrender was inoperative, Consequently the title of the 
corporation to possession did not accrue till 1899, and the lessee’s claim 
to a prescriptive title failed. 

Decision of Channell and Sutton, JJ. (reported 99 L. 7. 612, 72 J. P. 
465), affirmed. 


Appeal by the defendant against a decision of the King’s Bench 
Division affirming a judgment of the county court judge in favour of 
the corporation in an action for the recovery of possession of premises 
formerly held by the defendant under a lease which expired in 1899. 
lhe facts were stated as follows :—-A lease of the premises in question 
for 300 years was granted by the Corporation of Canterbury in 1599 
at a rent of 8d. per annum, but there was no evidence of any rent 
having been paid for more than 109 years. The lease became vested 
by purchase in the defendant in 1887: Application was made to the 
defendant by the corporgtion for payment of rent in 1891, and an 
action was brought in the same year for the recovery of iv. That 
action was compromised on the terms that the defendant, an elderly 
lady who had lived in the house nearly all her life, should surrender 
the residue of the lease to the corporation, and that the corporation 
should in return grant her a lease of the premises for her 
lifetime without payment of rent. The defendant delivered 
up the old lease and the corporation granted to her a 
lease dated the 30th of August, 1892, which contained a 
covenant to repair. but no covenant for the payment of rent. 
his lease was admittedly invalid as not complying with the require- 
ments of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, as amended by section 
72 ‘of the Local Government Act, 1888. The lessee remained in 
possession, but in fact did not put the house in repair. The cor ration, 
who did not desire to eject the tenant, but did desire that the house 
should be put in repair (when it was said it would command a rental 
between £30 and £40 a year), brought the present ‘action, The 





defendant, in defence, set up a title to the freehold under the Real 
Property Limitation Acts on the footing that she had remained in 
possession, paying rent to no one, for more than twelve years after the 
ranting of the lease of 1892, which lease was bad by reason of the 
act that the sanction of the Local Government Board had not been 
obtained when it was granted. The case for the corporation was that 
(1) there was no express surrender of the old lease sufficient to satisfy 
the Statute of Frauds as supplemented by 8 & 9 Vict. c. 106 (the 
Real Property Act, 1845), section 3; (2) that the surrender of an old 
lease. in consideration of the grant of a new one was not a 
surrender in law when the new lease was for any reason invalid; and 
(3: that although an ordinary individual grantor might be estopped 
from denying the validity of his own grant, a corporation was not so 
estopped. The Divisional Court held that as the surrender was in 
consideration of the grant of the lease of 1892, and the lease of that 
date was bad, the surrender was inoperative, that the corporation were 
not estopped from denying the efficacy of the surrender, that the 
title of the corporation‘to possession, therefore, did not accrue till 1899, 
and that the lesseé’s claim to a prescriptive title consequently failed. 
The defendant appealed. 

VaucHan Wiis, L.J., said it was not necessary to hear counsel 
for the respondents, because the defendant had taken up the position 
that the lease granted in 1892 was void. They had not, therefore, to 
decide the question whether by reason of the absence of the consent 
of the Treasury, which was now represented by the Local Government 
Board, the lease granted by the corporation in 1892 was void or void- 
able. The only question they had to decide was whether on the facts 
the surrender of the lease of 1599 was absolut or conditional. In his 
opinion, it was clearly conditional. In these circumstances the title 
set up by the defendant was not established, and the appeal must 
be dismissed with the usual consequences. 

Farwett and Kennepy, L.JJ:,: concurred.—Counsex, Sinclare-Coz ; 
Foa.. Soxicitors, Briggs & Son, for W.. H. Scripps, Canterbury ; 
Henry Fielding, Canterbury. 


[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


TORRANCE v. ILFORD URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. No.1. 
19th Feb. 


Higoway—Reparr—-WaHorte Wipts or Surface or Roap Merattep At 
Once—Deatu or Horse From Over-Exerrion 1x Putiine Loap Over 
Roap—NEGLIGENcE OF LocaL AuTHORITY—CONSEQUENCE OF NEGLI- 
GENCE, 


In an action brought to recover damages for the death of his horse, 
which had died from over-exertion in pulling a wagon over loose stones 
laid by the defendants on a highway in the course of repairing it, the 
plaintiff alleged negligence. on the defendants’ Ps especially in. that 
an excessive thickness of stone was laid over the whole of the surface 
of the road at one time. The jury found for the plaintiff; but— 

Held on appeal that ees it was negligence on the part of the 
local authority to cover the whole width of the roadway with stone to the 
depth of some five inches before any part had been rolled in, nevertheless 
the servant of the plaintiff had elected to run the risk to his horse 
arising from taking him with the load he had across the loose metal, 
and there being no evidence that the accident was the direct and natural 
consequence of the defendants’ negligence, they were entitled to 
judgment. . 


Appeal by the defendant urban district council from a decision of the 
Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Sutton, J., reported 
7. L. G. R. 60), leaving undisturbed, the court being divided in opinion, 
the judgment of the county court judge in favour of the plaintiff. The 
facts were these : The defendant council in the course of repairing a 
highway in their district called Barley-lane spread some five inches of 
granite over the whole width of the lane for a distance of about forty 
or fifty yards without previously scarifying the surface and without 
watering it. A four-wheeled wagon of the plaintiff's, drawn by two 
horses harnessed tandem, came along the voad while the granite was 
thus spread on it. The carman in charge of the wagon being, according 
to the evidence, unable to turn back owing to th® narrowness of the 
lane, whipped up his horses and drove the wagon, which had a load 
of three tons in it, over the loose granite. °The shaft horse died from 
a rupture of the heart caused by the over-exertion necessitated by the 
state of the road. The action was brought in the. county court and 
tried with a jury, and the plaintiff alleged negligence on the defendants’ 
part in the following respects : (1) That the highway was not closed ; 
(2) that it was not repaired in halves; (3) that no warning notice was 
put up; (4) that the road was not scarified ; (5) that an excessive thick- 
ness of stone was laid over the whole of the road. The jury found : (1) 
that there was negligence on the part of the defendants’ servants; (2) 
that the driver could not by taking reasonable care have avoided the 
consequence of the negligence ; and (5) that the death of the horse was 
the natural and necessary consequence of the negligence. On these find- 
ings judgment was entered for the plainiifl, with £50 damages. On 
appeal, Lord Alverstone, C.J., was of opinion that in the circumstances 
there was evidence of negligence, but no evidence that the death of the 
horse was such a consequence of the ang as to render the defend- 
ants liable. Sutton, J., on the other hand, considered that there was 
evidence both of negligence and that. the death of the horse was a con- 
sequence of that negligence, and that. the defendants had rightly been 
held liable. The court being equally. divided, the judgment of the 
ccunty court stood, and leave to ’ 
appealed, and relied on the evidence that if the carman-had asked for 


was given. The defendants . 
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kelp the steam roller would have towed the cart across the rough metal, 
and also on the fact that the carman, who knew of the road being 
repaired, could have got to the farm by another road. 

HE Court allowed the appeal. 

Vauenan Wittiams, L.J., was of opinion that there was no evidence 
that the injury to the horse was the direct result of the negligence of 
the defendants’ servants. The carman had elected to run the risk 
incurred by attempting to get along the road with the load which he 
had. In his opinion, in cases where it was necessary for the repair of 
a road to put down as much as five or six inches of granite, the highway 
authority should not adopt a course of covering the whole of the surface 
of the road at once. He agreed with Lord Alverstone, C.J., that the 
defendants here had been guilty of negligence. 

Farwett and Kennepy, L.JJ., gave judgment to the same effect.— 
Appeal dismissed with costs. 

Counsel for the plaintiff asked that no order should be made as to 
costs. 

Vauenan Wiis, L.J., said they could not deprive the defendants 
of their costs, but he desired it to be communicated to them by their 
counsel, that, in his opinion, they should consider whether in the cir- 
cumstances they should exact their rights against the plaintiff, who had 
by their negligence suffered damage, although under circumstances 
that prevented him getting redress in law.—Counset, Montague 


Shearman, K.C., and Craig Henderson; C. E. Jones. Soricrrors, 
William Hurd & Son; Surridge & Mullis, Romford. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
Re THE TRUSTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF LONDON MEDICAL 


SCIENCES INSTITUTE FUND. FOWLER v. ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
No. 1, 22nd Feb. 
Cuariry—CHARITABLE BequestT—FAILuRE or Ossect Arrer TESTATOR’S 
DeatH—Cy-PRES. 

A charitable bequest to a scheme for founding an institution, which 
scheme after the death of the testator and after the legacy was paid 
over, was abandoned, and the moneys received by the trustees returned 
to the donors, reverts to the testator’s residuary estate, and does not 
fall to be administered by. the Crown jor some analogous charitable 
object. 

Re Slevin, Slevin v. Hepburn (1891 2 Ch. 236) distinguished. 


Appeal by the Crown from a decision of Joyce, J., raising the ques- 








tion in what manner a bequest of £25,000 left by the late Mr. Alfred 
Beit to the Institute of Medical Sciences Fund should be applied, the 
scheme for establishing the institute having been abandoned, and all 
moneys received by the trustees returned. By his will, dated the 18th 
of July, 1905, the testator directed that out of his estate should be paid 
all his funeral and funeral expenses, ‘‘ including any voluntary obliga- 
tions incurred or to be incurred by me,’’ and after certain specific 
legacies in the will named he gave £25,000 to the Institute of Medical 
Sciences Fund, University of London. The evidence was that the 
scheme was proposed in 1902 or 1903 by the University of London, and 
that the late Mr. Alfred Beit was greatly interested in it, and in his 
lifetime had paid £15,000 to the fund, and had promised £5,lvU more, 
and, in addition, by his will gave the above-mentioned legacy. Before 
the scheme was established difficulties arose owing to a lack of adequate 
financial support, and apart from the money questions, the medical 
faculty reported against it, and several medical schools who had sup- 
ported it at first changed their opinion; and some subsequently made 
alrangements at a considerable expense to carry out individually some 
of the proposed objects of the scheme. The scheme was ultimately 
found to be impracticable, and was abandoned. It was decided to 
return the subscriptions to the donors, but as regards the £25,000 legacy 
the Attorney-General intervened and applied that. it should be paid over 
for the purposes of some like charitable purpose on the ground that 
the testator had meant to devote the money to a charitable object. 
Joyce, J. held, that the persons in centrol of the fund had quite pro- 
perly decided to abandon the scheme when it was found to be imprac- 
ticable. The University of London had disclaimed any right to the 
money or to the fulfilment of the obligations. This was no more than 
ccmmon honesty. All subscriptions were to be returned to the donors, 
or if any of them had died to their executors or administrators. As to 
the return of Mr. Beit’s donations, no serious question could be raised, 
but as to the legacy, the Attorney-General said that, the money had been 
definitely devoted to charitable purposes and should be applied cy-prés 
on failure. The learned judge could not accede to that. No general 
charitable intent could be gathered from the terms of the will, or any 
intent to contribute to anything but the scheme. A fund might be 
given or bequeathed to charity dependent upon a condition, and if that 
was not performed the charity had no claim. The legacy in question 
was contingent and dependent on the scheme being carried out, and it 
was not any more a final dedication to charity than the contributions of 
the living donors. A person who contributed to a scheme which could 
not be carried out was entitled to a return of his money as a matter of 
course. The legacy to the fund, therefore, failed altogether. The 
Crown appealed. Without hearing the respondents, 


Tue Court dismissed the ‘appeal. 

Vaneuan Wiis, L.J., said this was a bequest of a sum of money 
which was clearly conditional on the fund raised being sufficient for the 
objects described in the will. It had been found impossible to start 


this Medical Sciences School because a sufficient sum of money could 
not be raised, and also by reason of the objections of the medical pro- 


abortive, and the gift had lapsed. The Attorney-General had attempted 
to avoid the analogy arising from the return of the subscriptions to the 
living members by saying that it made a difference whether it was a 
gift by a living person or a gift by will of a person since deceased. He 
did not follow that argument. A great many cases had been cited to 
them with a view of showing that the courts were in favour of carrying 
out the general intention of a testator to make a charitable gift where 
the actual object named was unable to take. But that was not the case 
here, which was clearly an intention to assist a particular object con- 
ditionally on the necessary fund being got together to start it into 
being. 
Farwett and Kennepy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsen, Sir PR. W. 
Robson, A.G., and Sargeant; Norton, K.C., and Knowles-Corrie, for 
the trustees of the fund; Levett, K.C., and W. Spence, for the execu- 
tors; Howard Wright, for London University. Soricrrors, 7'he T'rea- 
sury Solicitor; Russell, Cooke & Co.; Holland & Co.; Freshfields. 
[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
BENT’S BREWERY CO. v. DYKES. Eve, J. 19th Feb. 


Licensing Law—NoON-RENEWAL OF LicCENCE—COMPENSATION AWARDED 
BY QUARTER SESSIONS—DIVISION OF COMPENSATION Monry—.J URIspIc- 
TION OF High Court to Review THE AWARD. 

A judge of the High Court has no jurisdiction to review an order of 
quarter sessions awarding compensation for non-renewal of a licence 
under the Licensing Act, 1904, and it is not, therefore, competent for 
any of the parties interested to maintain an action to bring about a re- 
division of the compensation fund. 

The basis of valuation considered. 

This was an action for a declaration as to the rights of the plaintiffs 
in a sum of money awarded as compensation for the non-renewal of a 
licence under the Licensing Act, 1904. The defendant being the owner 
of licensed premises, leased them in May, 1890, to one Wayman for 
twenty-one years, and covenanted that all improvements made by the 
lessee should at the expiration of the lease be paid for by the lessor. 
By an agreement of August, 1890, supplemental to the lease, it was pro- 
vided that the difference between the then value and the value at the 
expiration of the lease should be paid by the defendant to the lessee, 
and as security fur such payment the defendant covenanted to deposit, 
and did, in fact, deposit, the title deeds with the lessee’s solicitors. 
The premises in August, 1890, were valued at £910. In February, 
1896, the plaintiffs became assignees of the lease and supplemental 
agreement. By an order of quarter sessions in June, 1907, the renewal 
of the licence was refused, and £2,800 was awarded as compensation, 
whereof £1,750 was awarded to the plaintiffs as lessees, £1,000 to the 
defendant as owner, and £50 to the licence-holder. The plaintiffs 
claimed to have a charge on the premises and the £1,000 for the differ- 
ence between the £910 and the value of the premises at the expiration 
of the lease, including the £1,000. 

Eve, J.—The question is whether. the defendant can retain the £1,000 
awarded him by quarter sessions, or whether, as between himself and 
the plaintiffs, he is bound to treat it as representing part of the un- 
ascertained sum which, by the lease and agreement, he has undertaken 
to pay to the plaintiffs on the determination of their tenancy. On 
behalf of the plaintiffs it is urged that if matters had continued down 
to the expiration of the tenancy as they were when the contract was 
made in 1890 and down to 1907, the valuer would have valued the pre- 
mises on the determination of the tenancy as premises to which a licence 
was attached, and that the defendant would have been bound to pay 
to them the whole difference between the amount-of such valuation and 
the £910. They point out that the premises without a licence are 
valued at £1,100, and they contend, therefore, that the whole £1,000 
represents depreciated value for which the defendant is bound to give 
them credit. The defendant, on the other hand, contends that, upon 
the true construction of the contract embodied in the lease and supple- 
mental agreement, all he has to pay for is the improvements and addi- 
tions made to the premises by the lessees, and, further, that whatever 
be the true construction of the contract, the relative rights of the parties 
to the compensation moneys have been determined by the statutory 
tribunal which had seisin of all the materials now before me, and from 
whose decision there is no appeal. In view of the decision at which 
I have arrived it is not perhaps material to decide what is the true basis 
upon which the valuation, to be made on the determination of the 
tenancy, ought to proceed, but as at present advised I should have 
thought, if things had remained as they were down to 1907, that it would 
have been the duty of the valuer to ascertain the value of the property 
as a marketable article—that is to say, what it would fetch if sold to 
be used for any purpose to which it could be put? including the purpose 
of a public-house, but without taking into account any special and ex- 
ceptional value attaching to the premises by reason of the plaintiffs 
having been the lessees thereof. But I think that)/the true answer 
the plaintiffs’ contention lies in the defendant’s assertion that the 
matter is already concluded by the decision of quarter sessions. Con- 
sider the position. Here was a poousey depreciated as a whole to the 
extent of £2,800 by the withdrawal of the licence. As so depreciated 
the property was still worth £1,100. According to the contention of 
the plaintiffs, by the contract between the lessor and lessees the former 
was bound to pay to the lessees at the end of the term the excess value 
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and lessees, the latter were entitled to the whole compensation, except 
the allowance to the licence-holder, and to £190 besides, the latter sum 
being the difference between the £1,100 depreciated value of the 
premises and the £910. In other words, the interest of the lessor in 
the premises was limited to a right to receive his rent during the con- 
tinuance of the term, and on its determination to get back a property 
of the value of £910, and all other interest in the premises belonged 
to the lessor. The duty of dividing the compensation money amongst 
the persons interested in the premises is imposed by the Act upon 
justices. In order to discharge that duty they must ascertain, not only 
the parties who are interested, but the exact measure of the interest 
of each party, and this they can only do by a full and careful considera- 
tion of all the contractual relations in which each party stands to the 
other party or parties in reference to the premises. [I am bound to 
assume in this case that the justices duly discharged their duty, that 
they gave full consideration to the claim of the lessees to be interested 
in the premises to an amount representing a sum in excess of the whole 
compensation, and that they rejected such claim and came to the con- 
clusion that the interest of the lessees in so much of the premises as 
was represented by the compensation fund was really £1,750, and not 
the whole £2,800. I have no jurisdiction to review what the justices 
have done, and in my opinion it is not competent for the plaintiffs to 
maintain an action to bring about a redivision of the compensation fund 
or to invite the court so to construe the contract as to give them a 
larger interest in the premises than the justices, construing the same 
contract, have held them entitled to. Accordingly I hold that the 
defendant is not bound to bring the £1,000 into account, and in so 
holding I do not consider I am doing anything cogtrary to the prin- 
ciples Taid down in Law Guarantee and Trust Society v. Mitcham and 
Cheam Brewery (1906, 2 Ch. 98) and Noakes v. Noakes & Co. (1907, 
1 Ch. 64). I therefore declare that the plaintiffs are entitled to a charge 
on the premises and the £1,000 for the difference between the £910 
and the value of the premises at the expiration of the lease, but not 
including the £1,000.—Counset, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Leslie 
Scott; Jessel, K.C., and Sargant. Soticrrors, Wedlake, Letts, & Birds, 
for Marshall, Ashwell, & Co., Stoke-upon-Trent ; Goldberg, Barrett, & 
Newall, for 7. B. Sproston, Newcastle-under-Lyme. 


[Reported by 8. E. Writti1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench: 
Division. 
LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL v. WATNEY & CO. Div. Court. 
17th Dec. ; 28th Jan. ; 3rd Feb. 


Licenstinc LAw—ComPensATION CHARGE—INCIDENCE OF—DEDUCTIONS 
From Rent Accorpine To ‘‘ UnexprreD TERM ’’—WHEN Date Com- 
MENCES—Licensinc Act, 1904 (4 Ep. 7, c. 23), s. 3 (3), AND 
Scuepute II. 


The ‘“‘unexpired term”? mentioned in Schedule 1]. to the Licensing 
Act, 1904, by the length of which is determined the percentage of the 
compensation charge which lessees of licensed premises with an exist- 
ing on-licence may deduct from their rent, is calculated as from the 
10th of October, when the compensation charge is payable by the 
licensed holder. 


This was an appeal from the county court in an action brought by the 
London County Council against Messrs. Watney & Co., as lessees of 
certain licensed premises with an ‘‘ existing on-licenca,”’ to recover the 
sum of 10s. rent. The defendants’ lease fromthe plaintiffs was for 
eighty years, from Michaelmas, 1887, to Michaelmas, 1967. The 
defendants sub-let the premises for thirty-five years, from Lady Day, 
1891, to Lady Day, 1926, to one Krish, who became the licence-holder. 
On the 24th of Uctober, 1907, Krish paid to the collector of Inland 
Revenue £50, the compensation charge payable in respect of these 
licensed premises, together with the duty on the Excise licence. These 
sums should have been paid on the 10th of October, 1907 (sub-section 3 
(2) of the Licensing Act, 1904). On the 25th of November, 1907, 
Krish paid the defendants their rent in respect of these premises due 
at Michaelmas, deducting from it £8 10s., in respect of the compensa- 
tion charge he had paid under the provisions of section 3 (3) and 
Schedule II. to the Licensing Act, 1904. On the 25th of December, 
1907, the defendants owed the plaintiffs £40 rent in respect of these 
premises, and on the 13th of January, 1908, they paid the plaintiffs 
£39 10s., being the £40 rent, less 10s., which they deducted therefrom, 
on the ground that their ‘‘ unexpired term ”’ exceeded fifty-five but did 
not exceed sixty years within the meaning of section 3 (3) of and 
Schedule II. to the Licensing Act, 1904, and that therefore they were 
entitled to deduct 1 per cent. of the compensation charge from their 
rent. If their ‘‘ unexpired term” exceeded sixty years, the defendants 
were not entitled to make any deduction from their rent. The sole 
qvestion in the action was whether or not the ‘ unexpired term ”’ of the 
defendants’ lease within the meaning of section 3 (5) of and Schedule 
II. to the Licensing Act, 1904, did or did not exceed sixty years. And 
that question depended upon the date from which the ‘‘ unexpired 
term ’’ was to be calculated. If, as the plaintiffs contended, that. date 
was the 5th of April, 1907, when the justices’ licence began to run, and 
which was the commencement of the period in respect of which the 
compensation charge was paid (see Horton v. Penn, 1907, 71 J. P. 115; 


1907, 1 K. B. 561), the defendants’ ‘‘ unexpired term’”’ exceeded ‘six’ 
years. But if, as the defendants contended, that date was on the 1 


the day after the 10th of October, 1907, when the rent next 
payable, the defendants’ “‘ unexpired term ”’ did not exceed sixty years. 
The county court judge gave judgment for the defendants, holding that 
their ‘‘ unexpired term’’ did not exceed sixty years, as the date from 
which it was to be calculated was the date when the right to make the 
deduction accrued to the defendants as mesne tenants, which date he 
decided to be the day upon which the licence-holder actually paid the 
amount of the compensation charge, which was due on the 10th of 
October. From this decision the plaintiffs appealed. By section 3 of 
the Licensing Act, 1904 (4 Edw. 7, c. 23) : (1) ‘‘ Quarter sessions shall, 
in each year, unless they certify to the Secretary of State that it is 
unnecessary to do so in any year, for the purposes of this Act impose, 
in respect of all existing on-licences renewed in respect of premises 
within their area, charges at rates not exceeding and graduated in the 
same proportion as the rates shown in the scale of maximum charges set 
out in the First Schedule to this Act.’’ (2) ‘‘ Charges payable under 
this section in respect of any licence shall be levied and paid together 
with, and as part of the duties on the corresponding Excise licence, but 
a separate account shall be kept by the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue of the amount produced by those charges in the area of any 
quarter sessions, and that amount chal in each year’”’ be paid over to 
that quarter sessions in accordance with rules made by the ee for 
the purpose. (3) ‘‘Such deductions from rent as are set out in the 
Second Schedule te this Act may, notwithstanding any agreement to the 
contrary, be made by any licence-holder who pays a charge under this 
section, and also by any person from whose rent a deduction is made in 
respect of the payment of such a charge.”’ Schedule II. to the Act was 
as follows :—‘‘ Scale of deductions.—A person whose unexpired term 
does not exceed — years may deduct a sum equal to — per cent. of the 
charge but the amount deducted shall in no case exceed half 
the rent.’’ There was a column of figures giving the number of years 
and a column of figures giving the percentage. A person who had only 
one year’s ‘‘ unexpired term ”’ was authorized to deduct 100 per cent. 
of the charge. A person whose ‘‘ unexpired term”’ exceeded fifty-five 
but did not exceed sixty years was authorized to deduct 1 per cent. of 
the charge. A person whose ‘“‘ unexpired term” exceeded sixty years 
cculd not deduct any percentage of the charge from his rent. As to the 
intermediate figures, the longer the ‘‘ unexpired terms’’ the less ‘the 
percentage of the charge he was authorized to deduct from his rént. 
Cur. adv. vult. 

BicuHaM, J., delivered the following written judgment :—The question 
which we have to determine in this case is at what period the ‘‘ unex- 
pired term *’ mentioned in the Second Schedule to the Licensing Act, 
1904, is to be ascertained. Is it to be ascertained as of the 5th of April 
from which date the justices’ licence runs, or is to be ascertained as of 
the date when the next payment of rent falls due atter the payment of 
‘*the charge’’ referred to in the Schedule. As the percentage of the 
charge which the tenant is entitled to deduct when paying his rent to 
his landlord depends upon the length of the tenant’s ‘“‘ unexpired term,” 
it becomes important to determine the point of time as from which the 
length of the ‘‘ unexpired term’’ is to be calculated. The answer to 
this rather complicated question depends upon the meaning of sub- 
section 2 of section 3 of the Act when read with the words of the Second 
Schedule. The first sub-section of section 3 provides for the annual 
imposition by quarter sessions of certain charges in respect of all exist- 
ing on-licences renewed in respect of premises within their area. The 
fund formed by the payment of these charges is to be distributed 
among the persons whose licences may not have been renewed, as com- 
pensation for the loss sustained by reason of the refusal to renew. By 
sub-section 2 of section 3 the charges so imposed are to be levied and 
paid together with and as a part of the duties cn the corresponding 
Excise licence. It is the tenant in possession who pays the Excise 
licence, and the payment of such licence is due annually on the 10th of 
October. Then by sub-section 3 it is provided that the licence-holder 
who has paid the charge may make a deduction from his rent in respect 
of the payment of the charge, and the landlord may in his turn make 
a deduction if his tenure obliges him to paywent to his superior land- 
lord. The rate of such deduction is fixed by the Second Schedule to 
the Act, the operative words of which are : “‘ A person whose unexpired 
term does not exceed — years me deduct a sum equal to — per cent. 
of the charge.”” The percentage of deduction decreases with the length 
of the unexpired term. Thus a person whose term has not more than 
one year to run is entitled to deduct from his rent the whole (100 per 
cent.) of the charge, whereas a person whose term has twenty years to 
run can only deduct 15 per cent. And a person whose term exceeds 
sixty years cannot deduct any part of the charge. It will thus be seen 
that the amounts to be deducted may be affected by the date from 
which the length of the unexpired term is to be ascertained. Mr. Ryde 
contends that as the charge is imposed on the holders of justices’ 
licences running for twelve months from the 5th of April, it is right to 
take that date as the date from which to calculate the unexpired term. 
On the other hand, Mr. Acland says that the date when the charge is 
payable (the 10th of October), or the date when the next rent is pay- 
able, must be taken. It is admitted that whichever date is taken 
anemalous cases will result. Thus little, if any, assistance is to be 
ebtained from considering the results which may arise from taking this 
or that date. I prefer therefore to look only at the words of the statute 
and to put upon them the best interpretation I can. There are no 
words in the statute directly supporting Mr. Ryde’s construction, nor 
do I find anything which in my opinion even points to an intention that 
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the date-of the on-licence should be taken as the date from which the 

+ unexpired term is to be calculated. On the other hand, I think ‘there 
is something to be found in the Act which supports the other construc- 
tion. -Sub-section 2 of section 3 fixes the date when the tenant is to 
pay the charge (the 10th of October), and sub-section 3 creates the 
right to make the deduction, and declares that the right shall become 
effective on the charge being paid. I think the date when the right to 
deduct comes inio existence must be taken also as the date with refer- 
ence to which the amount of the deduction is to be ascertained. The 
appeal therefore will be dismissed. 

Watton, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counset, Walter 
Ryde ; Acland, K.C., and Bruce Wiiiamson. Soxicrrors, FE. Tanner ; 
A. H. Macpherson. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ROSIN AND TURPENTINE IMPORT CO. (LIM.) v. B. JACOBS & SONS 
(LIM.) Bray; J. 17th, 18th, and 19th Feb. 


Surp—LicgHTeERMEN—ConTRACT—‘‘ REASONABLE PRECAUTIONS ’’—ExempP- 
TION FROM “‘ANy Loss OR DAMAGE, INCLUDING NEGLIGENCE, WHICH 
CAN BE COVERED By INSURANCE’’—NEGLIGENCE AND LIABILITY OF 
LIGHTERMEN. 


The defendants, who were lightermen, agreed with the plaintiffs to 
transship a-cargo of rosin from one ship to another on the terms that 
*‘every reasonable precaution is taken for the safety of the goods 
whilst in crajt,” and that they (the defendants) ‘‘will not be liable 
for any lcss or damage, including negligence, which can be covered by 
insurance.” Portions of the cargo were lost and damaged through the 
negligence of the defendants. 


Held, that these terms were ambiguous, and might reasonably be 
read by shippers az an express promise that every reasonable precaution 
would be ta et and did not, therefore, exempt the defendants from 
liability. 

Action brought by plaintiffs for defendants’ breach of contract or 
breach of duty as lightermen. The plaintiffs were the owners of a cargo 
of 1,000 barrels of rosin on Loard the steamship Aeolus, lying at West 
Woolwich Buoys, which the defendants verbally agreed to transship 
to a Newcastle steamer. 565 barrels were placed by the defendants in 
a lighter, which was sunk at her moorings by a collision with a steamer 
at night. The contract of lighterage was performed on the following 
terms, which the defendants printed on their invoices and memoranda : 
“* The rates charged by B. Jacobs & Sons (Limited) are for conveyance 
only, and every reasonable precaution is taken for the safety of the 

oods whilst in craft; they will not be liable for any loss or damage, 
including negligence, which can’ be covered by insurance, and the 
shipper, in taking out the policy, should effect same ‘ without recourse 
to lightermen,’ as B. Jacobs & Sons (Limited) do not accept responsi- 
bility for insurance risks.’’ It was contended, on behalf of the plaintiffs 
that the clause did not protect the defendants from liability for 
negligence: Price v. Union Lighterage Co. (1903, 1 K. B. 750; 
1904, 1 K. B. 412). Apart from any express contract, the defendants 
were under a duty to take reasonable precautions for the safety of 
the goods. The terms in question embodied a clause that they would 
tgke reasonable care, and another clause exempting them from liability 
for loss or damage, including negligence. Such clauses were too mis- 
leading and ambiguous to afford them protection: Elderslie 
Shipping Co. v. Borthwick (1905, A. C. 96), Nelson Line v: James 
Nelson & Sons (1908, A. C. 19). It was submitted on behalf of the 
defendants that the earlier clause was not inconsistent with the first, 
and the insertion of the words in the first part made no difference. The’ 
contract in Price v. Union Lighterage Co. did not contain the words 
** including negligence,’’ and the case was therefore distinguishable. 


Bray, J., after finding that there had been negligence on the part of 
the defendants, which had occasioned the damage, said that the true 
meaning of the clause was a difficult matter. It had been clearly laid 
down that an ambiguous clause afforded no protection. The clause in 

uestion contained the words, ‘‘ and every reasonable precaution is taken 
or the safety of the goods whilst in craft,’’ and amounted to an express 
promise, which would otherwise have been implied. The clause con- 
tinued; not saying ‘‘ but notwithstanding this,’ but saying that the 
defendants “‘ will not be liable for any loss or damage, etc.”’ It was 
contended that these words took away or limited the construction of 
the words, “‘every reasonable precaution is taken for the safety of 
goods whilst in craft.’’ It seemed to him that the second part of the 
clause destroyed the first part, because every negligence of the owners 
and everyone else could be covered by insurance. The difficulty was to 
deal with express words which, although not usual, were inserted, and 
followed by words, “‘ they will not be liable for any loss or damage, 
including negligence,”’ which, read together, were inconsistent. A pos- 
sible reading was that the first part of the clause should be taken as 
meaning that every reasonable precaution would be taken, and the 
second part that they were to be exempted from the negligence of 
anyone but themselves. The whole clause was ambiguous, and might 
reasonably be read by shippers as an express promise that every reason- 
able precaution would be taken, and that the defendants would be liable 
if soch precautions were not. taken. He, therefore, came to the conclusion 
that the defendants were liable, and judgment must be for the plaintiffs. 
~—Counse., Scrution, K.C., and Dawson Miller; Bailhache, K.C., and 
Leck. Sorscrrons, William A. Crump & Son; Ballantyne, MeNair, 
& Clifford. 

(Reported by Leonaey C. Taomss, Burrister-at-Law.] 
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Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
ROBERTS v. ROBERTS. Bigham, P. 22nd Feb. 


Divorce—PetiTrion AMENDED—PErRSONAL SeRvice DispeNseD Witn— 
Marrioniat Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 85), s. 42 


When a respondent in India, who had been served with the citation 
and petition, had not appeared, and the petition was amended by 
changing the name only of the woman with whom adultery was alleged, 
the court allowed personal re-service of the amended petition to be 
dispensed with. 

Motion for leave to dispense with personal service of amended petition 
for divorce upon a respondent at present resident in India. I+. appeared 
that the wife in her petition alleged non-compliance with a decree for 
restitution of conjugal rights and adultery on specific dates at a certain 
address with a woman named Johnson. The suit was undefended, but 
on the 11th of January, 1909, it was ascertained that the name of the 
woman with whom the respondent had committed adultery was not 
Johnson, but Reade. The late President (Lord Gorell) had given 
leave to amend the petition. Affidavits before the court showed that 
at the time when the adultery was only alleged with Johnson, the 
respondent was communicating by letter with Reade, requesting 
her not to give evidence of her misconduct with him. A delay of 
seyeral weeks would ensue if personal service or service by registered 
post was required, and would probably cause the hearing of the suit to 
be postponed til] the next sittings. The respondent had been served 
personally with the citation and the original petition. 

Biauam, P., said that he thought under the circumstances personal 
service of the amended petition might be dispensed with.—Counset, 
J. H. Murphy. Soricrrors, C. Russell & Co. 

[Reported by Dresr Cores-Prerpy, Barrister-at-Law.] 








New Orders, &c. 


The County Court Rules, 1909. 


These Rules may be cited as the County Court (Agricultural Hold 
ings) Rules, 1909, or each Rule may be cited as if it had been one of 
the County Court Rules, 1903, and had been numbered therein by the 
number of the Order and Rule placed in the margin opposite such 
Rule. 

An Order and Rule referred to by number in these Rules means the 
Order and Rule so numbered in the County Court Rules, 1903, or in 
any County Court Rules of subsequent date, as the case may be. 

These Rules shall be read and construed as if they were contained in 
the County Court Rules, 1903. The forms in the Appendix shall be 
used as if they were contained in the Appendix to the County Court 
Rules, 1903, and when it is so expressed shall be used instead of the 
corresponding forms contained in such last-mentioned Appendix, as the 
case may be. 

Where any Rule or form hereby annulled is referred to in any of 
the County Court Rules, 1903, or any County Court Rules of subsequent 
date, or in the Appendix to any of those Rules, the reference to such 
Rule or form shall be construed as referring to the Rule or form 
hereby prescribed to be used in lieu thereof. 

Order XL., and forms 415 to 422 in the Appendix, are hereby 
annulled, and the following Order, and forms 415 to 422 in the Appen 
dix, shall stand in lieu, thereof. 


ORDER XL. 
Tue AGricuttuRAL Hoxtpinas Act, 1908, &c. 


1. Appointment or change of guardian. 8 Edw. T. c. 28, 8. 32.}—(1.) 
An application for the appointment of a guardian of an infant or person 
of unsound mind not-.so found by inquisition for the purposes of the 
Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908 (in this Order referred to as the said 
Act), or for the revocation of any such appointment and the appoint 
ment of another guaidian, shall be intituled in the matter of 
the Act and of the arbitration or intended arbitration, and shall be 
made in accordance with the rules for the time being in force as to 
interlocutory on 

(2.) Any such application shall be supported by affidavit, and accom- 
panied by a written consent of the proposed guardian to act as such. 

(3.) An application on behalf of an infant or person of unsound mind 
for the appointment of a guardian may be made ex parte. 

(4.) An application by any other person interested for the appoint 
ment of a guardian of an infant or person of unsouwd mind shall be 
made to the judge on notice in writing; and such notice, together 
with a copy of the affidavit in support of the application, shall three 
clear days at least before the day in such notice named for hearing 
the application be served on the person with whom or under whose 
care such infant or person of unsound mind is residing, and also, in 
the case of an infant not residing with or under the care of his father 
or guardian, on the father or guardian (if any) of such infant : Pro- 
vided that the Registrar may dispense with such last-mentioned service. 
Service may be effected in accordance with the provisions of section 
forty-five of the said Act. 

(6.) An application for the revocation of the appointment of a guar- 
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dian and the appointment of another dian shall be made to the 
judge on notice in writing, which shall be served on the guardian pro- 

ed to be removed, or his solicitor, in accordance with the last pre- 
ceding paragraph. 

2. Application for order to state case. 8 Edw. 7. c. 28. Sched. 2, 
por. 9.}-—(1.) An application to the judge under the said Act for an 
order directing an arbitrator to state in the form of a special case for 
the opinion of the court any question of law arising in the course of 
the arbitration shall be made in court on notice in writing, which shall 
be intituled in the matter of the Act and of the arbitration, and shall 
state concisely the question of law which the applicant desires to be 
stated for the opinion of the court, and shall be supported by an affi- 
davit setting forth the facts of the case and the question of law arising 
thereon. 

(2.) The application’ and affidavit shall be filed with the Registrar, 
and shall be marked by the Registrar with a reference number, and all 
subsequent proceedings shall bear the reference number. 

(3.) Copies of the application and affidavit shall be served by the 
applicant on the parties to the arbitration, and on the arbitrator, or 
on their respective solicitors (if any), ten clear days at least before the 
hearing of the application, unless the judge or registrar shall have 
leave for shorter service, in which case a copy of the order giving such 
leave shall be served with-the copy of the application. Such service 
may be effected in accordance with the provisions of section forty-five 
of the said Act; and service on any party who does not appear on the 
hearing of the application shall be proved before an order is made. 

(4.) Any affidavit intended to be used by any party in opposition to 
the application shall be filed and a copy thereof shall be served on the 
applicant or his solicitor four clear days at least before the: hearing 
of the application, or, if leave has been given for short, service of the 
notice of the application, in such reasonable time before the hearing as 
the date of service of such notice will allow. 

(5.) A deponent to an affidavit shall on notice from the other side 
served in accordance with paragraph 3 attend the hearing for cross- 
examination ; and witnesses may be orally examined on the hearing of 
the application in the same manner as on the hearing of an action. 

(6.) The order of the judge on the application shall be prepared and 
settled and signed by the registrar, and shall be sealed and filed, and 
sealed copies thereof shall be served on the arbitrator in accordance 
with the provisions of section forty-five of the said Acts,-and on all 
other persons affected thereby in accordance with Rule 7 of Order 
XXIII. 


3. Statement of case. 8 Edw: 7. c. 28. Sched. 2, par. 9.}—(1.) Where 
an arbitrator under the said Act states in the form of a special case 
for the opinion of the court any question of law arising in the course 
of the arbitration (whether on his own motion or in pursuance of a 
direction of the court to that effect), such case shall be intituled in the 
matter of the Act and of the arbitration, and shall be divided into 
paragraphs numbered consecutively, and shall state concisely such facts 
and documents as may be necessary to enable the judge to decide the 
questions of law raised thereby. Upon the argument of such case the 
judge and the parties shall be at liberty to refer to the whole contents 
of such documents, and the judge shall be at liberty to draw from the 
facts and documents stated in the case any inference, whether of fact 
or of law, which might have been drawn therefrom if proved at the 
hearing of an arbitration. 

(2.) Such special case shall be signed by the arbitrator, and may be 
filed by the arbitrator or any of the parties to the arbitration with the 
registrar, and a copy shall be filed therewith for the use of the judge ; 
and such case shall be marked by the registrar with a reference number 
(which, where a case is stated in pursuance of a direction of the court 
to that effect, shall be the same as that on the application for such 
direction), and all subsequent proceedings shall bear the reference num- 


r. 

(3.) On a case being filed the registrar shall transmit a copy thereof 
to the judge, who shall, as soon as conveniently may be, appoint a day 
and hour for hearing the case, and instruct the registrar to give notice 
thereof forthwith to the parties. . Such day shall be so fixed as to 
allow such notice to be given ten clear days at least before the da 
fixed for the hearing, unless the judge shall, with the consent of ell 
parties, fix an earlier day; and such notices may be served in accord- 
ance with the provisions of section forty-five of the said Act. 

(4.) The registrar shall, on the application and at the cost of any 
party, furnish him with a copy of the case. 

(5.) On the hearing of the case an order in accordance with the 
opinion of the judge shall be prepared and settled and signed by the 
registrar, and shall be sealed and filed, and sealed copies thereof shall 
be served on all parties to the arbitration in accordance with Rule. 7 
of Order XXIII.; and a sealed copy thereof shall be sent in like 
manner to the arbitrator, for him to proceed in accordance with the 
opinion of the judge. 

(6.) The judge may remit the case to the arbitrator for restatement 
or further statement. 

4. Application for removal of arbitrator, or ta set aside award. 8 Edw. 
7 c. 28. Sched. 2, pars. 6, 13.}—(1) When application is made to the 
court under the said Act for the removal of an arbitrator on the ground 
of his misconduct, or for an order setting aside an award, on the ground 
of misconduct of the arbitrator, or.on the ground that the arbitration or 
award has been improperly procured, the party making the application 
shall be called ‘the applicant"’; and all other parties to the arbitra- 
tion, and the arbitrator, shall be made parties to the application, and 
shall be called ‘‘ the respondents,” 





(2.) Proceedings shall. be commenced b ee ion, intituled 
in tbe matter of tek: Agt ond: of tips. agbiteation, shall be entered 
and numbered as a plaint. ‘ 

(3.). Particulars shall be appended or annexed to the application, con- 
taining— ; 

(a.) A concise statement of the relief or order which the applicant 
claims, and of the grounds on which the application is made : 
(b.) The full names and addresses.of the respondent and of the 
applicant, and of his solicitor, if the proceedings are com- 
menced through a solicitor : 
and the application shall be supported by an affidavit setting forth the 
circumstances in which and the grounds on which the application is 


made. 

(4.) The applicant shall deliver to the registrar with the application, 
particulars, and affidavit a copy thereof for the judge, and a copy for 
each respondent to be served ; and where the application is to set aside 
an award, the applicant shall file a copy of the award for the use of 
the judge. 

(5.) On the filing of the application the registrar shall fix the hearing 
thereof before the judge for any court appointed te be held within 
twenty-eight days from the date of the application, but the date of 
hearing shall be so fixed as to allow the copies of the application, - 
ticulars, and affidavit to be served on the respondents at least ten clear 
days before the date so fixed. : 

(6.) If there is no stich court available, the registrar shall send notice 
of the application to the judge, who shall, as soon as conveniently ma 
be, appoint a day and place for the hearing of the application. Suc 
day shall be so fixed as to allow the copies of the application, particu- 
lars, and affidavit to be served on the respondents at least ten clear 
days before the date so fixed. The place of hearing shall be the place 
at which the court is held, or, if the judge so orders, any other con- 
venient court. of which he is judge. 

(7.) On the day for the hearing of the application being fixed; the 
registrar shall give or send by post notice in writing to the applicant, 
stating the place at which and the day and hour on and at which the 
application will be heard, and shall issue the copies of the application, 
particulars, and affidavit, under the seal of the court, for ‘service 
on the respondents, together with notices signed by the registrar him- 
self and under the seal of the court, stating the place at which and 
the day and hour on and at which the application will be heard, and 
that if the respondents do not. attend in person or by their solicitors 
such order will be made and proceedings taken as the judge may think 
just and expedient. - 

(8.) The copies and notices mentioned in the last preceding para- 
graph shall be served on each respondent ten clear days at least before 
the day fixed for the hearing, unless such respondent, or his solicitor 
on his behalf, agrees te aceept shorter service. 

(9.) Such copies and notices may be served— 

(a.) By a bailiff of a court; or, at the request of the applicant or 
his solicitor, 

(b.) By the applicant, or some clerk or servant in his permanent 
and exclusive employ ; or 

(c.) By the applicant's solicitor, or a solicitor acting as agent for 
such solicitor, or some person in the employ of either of them. 

(10.) Service may. be effected either in accordance with the rules as to 
service of default summonses, or by registered post in accordance with 
the provisions of section forty-five of the said Act. 

(11.) Where service is effected otherwise than by a bailiff, a copy of 
the document served, with the date and mode of service indo 
thereon, shall within three clear days next after the date of service, or 
such further time as may be allowed by the Registrar of the court 
issuing such document, be delivered or transmitted vo such Registrar 
by the applicant or his solicitor. The applicant or his solicitor shall, 
also deliver or transmit to the Registrar an affidavit of the service of 
such document, according to the form in the Appendix, with such varia- 
tions as the circumstances of the case may require. 

(12.) Any affidavit intended to be used by any respondent on the 
hearing of the application shall be filed and a copy thereof shall be 
served on the applicant or his solicitor four clear dye at least before 
the hearing of the application, or, if short servjee of the notice of the 
application has been accepted, in such reasonable time before the hear- 
ing as the date of service will allow. 

(13.) A deponent to an affidavit shall on notice from the other side 
served in accordance with the provisions of section forty-five of the 
said Act, attend the hearing for cross-examination ; and witnesses may 
be orally examined on the hearing of the application in the same manner 
as on the hearing of an action, 

(14.) Subject to the special provisions of this rule, the procedure on 
an application shall be the the ure in an action com- 
menced in the court by plaint and summons in the ordinary way, and 
determined by the ju ge without a jury; and the statutory isi 
and rules for the time being in force relating to such actions , With 
the necessary modifications, apply to such a accordingly ; 
in the application of such provisions and the icati 
deemed to be a summons with particulars annexed, yw fiz 
proceeding with the application shall be deemed wo be the return day, 
and the applicant pnd respondents shall be deemed to be plaintiff and 

tively. 
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(16.)«Where the hearing is to take place at another court, the registrar 
of .the court in which the proceeding is pending shall forthwith send 
notice to the registrar of such other court that the judge has ordered 
the hearing to take place there; and he shall, in sufficient time before 
the hearing, transmit the papers to the registrar of the court at which 
the-hearing is to take place, who shall act at the hearing for such first- 
mentioned registrar, and shall, after the hearing, return the papers to 
him, with a minute of the order made; and such order shall be pre- 
pared, settled, signed, sealed, filed, served, and proceeded on in the 
court in which the proceeding is pending, in like manner as if the hear- 
ing had taken place there. 

5. Application for taxation of costs of arbitration. 8 Edw. 7, c. 28, 
Sched. 2. par. 14.|--(1.) An application to the registrar to tax the costs 
of and incidental to an arbitration and award under the said Act shall 

made in writing, and shall state on whose behalf the application is 
made. 

(2.) On receipt of such application the registrar shall fix a place 
and time for proceeding with such taxation, and shall give or send by 
post notice in writing to the applicant and to the parties whose costs 
are to be taxed, signed by the registrar himself and under the seal of 
the court, stating the place, day, and hour at and on which the taxation 
will be proceeded with, and requiring the parties to attend and produce 
documents and be examined, and warning them that if they do not 
attend in person or by their solicitors such order will be made and pro- 
ceedings taken as to the registrar shall seem fit. Such notices shall be 
given or sent four clear days at least before the day fixed for the 
taxation. 

(3.) On the completion of the taxation, or, in the case of review by 
the judge, after such review, the registrar shall give or send by post to 
each party a certificate of the result of the taxation, stating the amount 
at which the costs have been allowed 

6. Review of taxation by judge. 8 Edw. 7, c. 28, Sched. 2, par. 14.] 
An application to the judge to review any taxation by the registrar 
shall be made on notice in writing in accordance with the rules for the 
time being in force as to interlocutory applications. 

7. Application for recovery of _money awarded to - pes for com- 
pensation, d-c. 8 Edw. 7, c. 28, s. 14, 50 & 51 Vict. 26, s. 17.}—(1.) 
An application to the judge cae the said Act, or he Allotments and 
Cottage Gardens Compensation for Crops Act, 1887, for an order that 
money awarded to be paid for compensation, costs, or otherwise, shall 
be recoverable as money ordered by a county court under its ordinary 
jurisdiction to be paid is recoverable, shall be made in court on notice 
in Writing, which shall be intituled in the matter of the Act and of the 
arbitration; and on filing the application the applicant shall produce to 
the registrar the original award (or a duplicate thereof) and shall file a 
ccpy thereof, together with an affidavit intituled as above, verifying 
beth the original and the copy-award, and the amount remaining due 
thereunder. 

¢2.) Where the application is for the recovery of or includes the 
recovery of any money awarded to be paid for costs, the affidavit shall 
state. the amount at which such costs have been agreed upon or allowed 
on taxation, and that a demand for payment of such amount, with, in 
the case of taxation, a copy of the certificate of the result of the taxa- 
tion, has been served on the party against whom the application is 
made fourteen days at least before the date of the upplication. Service 
of such demand may be effected in accordance with the provisions of 
section forty-five of the said Act. 

(3.) The application shall not be numbered as a plaint, but shall be 
marked by the registrar with a reference number as a commencement of 
proceedings, and all subsequent proceedings shal! bear the reference 
number. 

(4.) A copy of the application and affidavit shail be served on the 
party against whom the application is made, and proof of such service 
shall be made, in accordance with paragraph 3 of Rule 2 of this Order; 
and the provisions of paragraphs 4 and 5 of the last-mentioned rule 
shall aeely to proceedings on an application under this rule. 

(5.) The order of the jude e on the application shall be prepared and 
settled and signed by the registrar, and shall be sealed and filed, and 
sealed copies thereof shall e served on all persons affected thereby in 
accordance with Rule 7 of Order XXIII.; and such order shall be 
enforceable in the same manner as a judgment or order of the court. 

8. Proceedings for recovery of money agreed to be paid under 8 Edw. 
7, c. 2B, 2. 14, DO & 51 Vict. c. 26, 17, or for settlement of disputes 
under & Edw. 7, c. 28, 2. BD.) ate for the recovery of money 

agreed to be paid for compensation, costs, or otherwise, under the said 

Act, or the Allotment and Cottage Gardens Compensation for Crops 
Act, 1887, or for the settlement of a dispute under section thirty of the 
said Act, shall be by action commenced by plaint and summons in the 
ordinary way. Particulars of demand shall be filed in any such action, 
stating concisely the nature of the claim or dispute, and the relief or 
order which the plaintiff claims. 

9. Hy ge poled of sapeng! to casez under Acts applying 8 Edw. 7, c. 28 
(See 8 Edw. 7, c. %; 38, 58). This Order shall, with the necessary 
modifications, apply o yo cases in which by virtue of any other Act. of 
Parhament questions ye tee to arbitration are to be dete rmined in 
accordance with the said Act. 


[There is an Appendix of Forms.] 


We, William Lucius Selfe, William Cecil Smyly, Robert. Woodfall, 
Thomas: €. Granger, and H. Tindal Atkinson, being IJndges of 
County Courts appointed to frame Rules and Orders for regulating the 
practice of the courts and forms of proceedings therzin, having by virtue 
of the powers vested in us in this behalf framed the foregoing Rules 





and Orders, do hereby certity the same under our hands and submit 


them to the Lord Chancellor accordingly. 


(Signed) 
Wa. Ceci Samyty, T. C. GRANGER. 
Wm. L. Serre, R. Woopratt, 
H. Tinpat ATKINSON. 
Approved, 
(Signed) Lorrsurn, C. 
ALVERSTONE, C.J. 
Hersert H. Cozens-Harpy, M.R. 
Rotanp VauGHan Wirttams, LJ 
A. M. Cnannett, J. 
R. J. Parker, J. 
I allow these Rules, which shall come into force on the Ist day of 
March, 1909. 
(Signed) LOREBURN, C. 
The 11th day of February, 1909. 








Societies. 


The Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association. 


Mr. Alfred Crane (Messrs. Paines, Blyth, & Huxtable) has been 
elected president, after being treasurer six years; Mr. G. B. Elphick 
(Messrs. Mackrell,Maton, & Co.) has been elected hon. treasurer; and 
the following officers have been re-elected :—Hon. general secretary, 
Mr. Francis Kalb (Messrs. Wontner & Sons) ; hon. secretary to lectures, 
Mr. John Verrall (Messrs. Simpson, Cullingford & Co.); hon. 
librarian, Mr. Henry Hall (Messrs. Waterhouse & Co.); and Mr. 
Frederick Spooner (Messrs. Parker, Garrett, & Co.) has been elected 
a vice-president of the association. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
HONOURS EXAMINATION.—JANUARY, 1909. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for Admission on the 
Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


First Crass 


(In the opinion of the Committee the Serene attained by ” candi- 
dates does not justify the issue of any First Class List. 


Seconp Crass. 
{In alphabetical order.] 

Walter Guy Nicholas Breton, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Harvey Breton, of Longton, Staffordshire. 

Alleu Hoyte Craig, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frank Herbert 
James, of the firm of Messrs. James, Mellor & Coleman, of London. 

Colin Stanley Krauss, who served his clerkship with Mr. Julius A. 
White, of London. 

Artom Anidjar Romain, who served his clerkship with Mr. David 
Anidjar Romain, of London. 

George Robin Thatcher, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Attenborough, of London. 

Thomas Hubert Veasey, who served his clerkship with Mr. W. B. 
King, of Royston, and Mr. C. G. Veasey, of Baldock. 

Tuirp Crass. 
{In alphabetical order.] 

Alfred Lewis Arnold, who served his clerkship with Mr, Lionel 
3arned Mozley, of the firm of Messrs. Hicks, Arnold & Mozley, of 
London. 

Reginald Henry Barrett, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
aay ong of the firm of Messrs. Toller, Oerton & Balsdon, of Barnstaple. 

Guy Edward Knightly Burne, who served his clerks ship with Mr. 
R. H. Thurlon Baker, and Mr. G. W. Grice Hutchinson, both of 
London. 

Reginald Charles Soresby Foster, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Woolley, of the firm of Messrs. Moody and Woolley, of Derby. 

John Stoker Hogg, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Henry 
Rennoldson, of South Shields. 

John Ponsonby MacClellan, M.A., Oxon., who served his clerkship 
with Mr. J. F. Rowlatt, of the firm of Metc alf, sirkett, and Rowlatt, 
of London. 


Albert Joseph Mawdsley, who served his clerkship with Mr. I'rederick 
Aneurin Jones, of the firm of Messrs. Brighouse, Jones & UCo., of 
Coatipest. 


Gerald Peter, who served his clerkship with Mr. Claude Hurst Peter, 
of Launceston, ‘and Messrs. Busk, Mellor & Norris, of London. 

Edward Baines Reed, B.A., LL.B., Camb., who se his clerkship 
with Mr. Sydney C. Scott, of the firm of Messrs. Scott, Bell & Co., of 
Londen. 

Philip Hallewell Richardson, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Houison Richardson, of Bradford. 
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Walter George Gill Seager, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Baker and Mr. A. Edward Dunn, both of London. 

Thomas Devall Walthall, who served his clerkship with Mr. T. W. 
Walthall, of Birmingham. 

The Council of the Law Society have awarded the following prize of 
books :—To Mr. Veasey—the John Mackrell, value about £12; and have 

iven class certificates to the candidates in the second and third classes. 

Seventy-eight candidates gave notice for the examination. 





PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 3rd and 4th 
of Febuary, 1909 :— 
Allaway, Trevor Rhys. 
Appleyard, Claude Peters. 
Attwater, Donald. 
Baddiley, Raywood William. 
Benton, Frank Boyfield. 
Bishop, Guy Joseph Basil. 
Boustead, Samuel. 

Bower, Basil Cedric. 
Cabrera, William Joseph. 
Chapman, James Taylor. 
Crowther, Philip Main. 
Davy, Samuel Charles. 
Dobb, Harry Raymond. 
Domakin, John. 

Gavin, Stanford. 

Girling, Isaac Joseph. 
Haward, Cecil Percy. 
Hoghton, Arthur. 
Holland, a ae Bertram. 
Holmes, Newby. 

Howe, Philip. 

Ives, Kenneth Hill. 

Jones, William Sydney. 
Laing, William Frederick. 
Lee, Charles William. 
Lockwood, John Cutts. 
Long, Alfred James. 
Ludlam, Frank. 

Lyons, Abraham Montagu. 
Mackey, Milburn Vincent. 
Malin, Arthur Wentworth. 
Marriott, Francis Dudley. 


No. of candidates ... .. 92 


Meredith, Davidson Weldon. 
Merrett, Edward Lewis. 
Mew, John Henry. 
Middleton, Harold Hazelgrove. 
Morgan, Richard Samuel. 
Naunton, Hugh Parker. 
Newill, Robert Daniel. 
Parkinson, Jacob. 

Parkinson, Sydney. 

Peake, George Alan. 

Platt, Frank. 

Price, Arthur Percy. 

Pym, Frederick Crampton. 
Quiggin, Percy Milcrest. 
Royle, Hu 


gh. 
Scott, Archibald Edward. 
Sharman, John Charles Lancelot 
Shadwell. 
Slater, Arthur. 
Sorrell, Clement. 
Spencer, Harold John. 
prinz, William Phillip Henry. 
Steward, Norman Frederick. 
Sykes, Harold Keith. 
Ticehurst, Frederick James. 
Trewavas, John. 
Upton, John Alberic Everard. 
Urquhart-Fisher, Claude Frederick. 
Williams, Godfrey Edgar Mostyn. 
Wood, Ronald Maxwell. 
Wright, Charles. 


Passed ... jon On 








Companies. 


Legal and General Life Assurance Society. 
ANNUAL MEETING. 


The seventy-second annual general meeting of this society was held 
on Tuesday, at the chief offices, 10, Fleet-street, Mr. R1cHarD PENNING- 
T0N, J.P. (the chairman) presiding. 

Mr, E. Corqunoun (actuary and manager), having read the notice 
convening the meeting, 

The Cuarrman, in moving the adoption of the report, said that the 
total amount of new assurances for the year exceeded £3,000,000, an 
amount which had never been reached before since the society was 
established seventy-two years ago. The net life premium income 
amounted to £620,381, being an increase of £31,157 per annum. The 
consideration for annuities granted had been £182,746, as against 
£133,496. The interest and dividends received were £187,780, as 
against £167,788, and the profit yielded by reversions was £58,317, 
which brought out the rate of interest obtained by the whole funds at 
a very favourable figure. The claims by endowments matured amounted 
to £27,300, as against £6,572 10s., and the claims by death were 
£413,846, giving a total outgo for claims of £441,146, includin 
bonuses. The mortality was not unfavourable, the total deaths camated 
being 171, and the actual deaths only 162. It would be remembered 
that the claims of 1907 were very light, being 40 per cent. under the 
expectation, and taking the two years together, the average mortality 
experienced had been very favourable. The pcadcene. wave of 
mortality which affected the lives assured had had a similar effect 
both in respect of annuities granted and reversions purchased. In the 
former case no less than £6,000 a year ceased to i payable, and a 
large sum had fallen in from reversions. The life funds had increased 
by nearly £400,000, and now amounted to £5,903,633. The society’s 
investments were the subject of continual consideration by the directors, 
and a jaye committee of the board had been going through them 
during the past month, and the board were justified in saying the sums 
set down against them were fully secured. ‘The rate of interest earned 


by the society’s funds, exclusive of reversionary interests, had risen 
from £4 6s. 8d. to £4 8s. per cent. The proprietors would, he trusted, 
agree with him in thinking the report a satisfactory one, having regard 
to the financial difficulties and the bad state of trade during the 


past year, 
The report having been adopted, the retiring directors, Mr. Robert 





Younger, K.C., Mr. H. C. Masterman, Mr. C. E. Chadwyck Healey, 
K.C., C.B., Mr. W. H. Saltwell, and Mr. A. Grant-Meek, J.P., were 
re-elected. 

Messrs. Deloitte, Plender, Griffiths & Co. were re-elected auditors. 

The CHAIRMAN, responding to a vote of thanks, said that really those 
who deserved the vote were the ng manager and staff. Of course, 
the directors did their duty to the best of their ability, but the stress 
of the work was upon the manager, and even he could not get 
along without the staff. were an excellent staff, and deserving 
of the thanks the proprietors could offer them. 





Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Joun Cutter, K.C., has been appointed Chairman of the Board 
of Studies in Laws of the University of London, in succession to Sir 
Thomas Raleigh, K.C.S.I. 


Mr. Cuarton Hussarp, solicitor, of 34, Bloomsbury-square, London, 
W.C., and of Westcliff-on-Sea, Essex, has been appointed by the 
Lord Chancellor a Justice of the Peace for the Borough of Southend- 
on-Sea. Mr. Hubbard~is also a Land Tax Commissioner for the 
County of Essex, and has been a member of the Southend-on-Sea Town 
Council for the past six years. 








Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 


Dovctas WennAM and Henry Francis Apxrns, solicitors (Wenham 
& Adkins), Birmingham. Jan. 31. (Gazette, Feb. 23. 





General. 


Mr. Thomas Shaw, the new Lord of Appeal, has been granted the 
dignity of a Baron for life, by the style and title of Baron Shaw of 
Dunfermline in the county of Fife. 


The dispute at the Dunkerton Collieries, near Bath, has been referred 
to the Board of Trade for settlement by a Court of Arbitration. The 
President of the Board has appointed a court composed of Judge Austin 
as chairman, and, in accordance with the wishes of the parties, Mr. T. 
Ratcliffe Ellis, from the Employers’ Panel, and Mr. W. Brace, M.P., 
from the Labour Panel. 


A glaring illustration of the circuit system, says the Globe, is 
afforded by the Salisbury murder case. The jury having failed to 
agree, the prisoner, who had already been in prison more than three 
months awaiting her trial, was ordered by Mr. Setion Ridley to be re- 
taied at the next assizes, which will not be held for another three 
months and more. A system under which it is possible for a woman 
to be kept in prison more than half a year with a charge of murder 
hanging over her head is obviously not in cay with modern notions 
of justice. In another case on the Western Circuit, the Bournemouth 
murder case, a similar scandal arose, but the Attorney-General, by 
entering a nolle prosequi, prevented it from bringing the administration 
of justice into disrepute. 


The Professional Purposes Committee of the Law Society have issued 
a report on the resolution adopted at the general meeting of the society 
on April 10th, 1908, ‘‘ That it be referred to the Council to consider 
the desirability of the society recommending that a solicitor who is a 
member of a public authority should not be professionally e 
(either by himself or his firm) in any proceedings against such authority, 
or in which such authority is interested, unless with the consent of such 
wthority.’’ The committee recommend the Council to adopt the general 
principle of the above resolution in the following form :—That as a 
general rule a solicitor who is a member of a publiceauthority should not 
be professionally engaged against such authority in > f proceedings to 
which such authority is a party or in any matter in which such authority 
is directly interested. If exceptional circumstances justify any 
departure from this general rule it is the duty of the solicitor to ensure 
that the interests of the authority are effectively protected. 


A meeting was held at Richmond-terrace, Whitehall, on the 19th 
inst., to discuss the taking of measures to abate the nuisance caused by 
the encampment of gipsies on lands within the county of Surrey. Among 
those present were Lord Onslow, Lord Lovelace, Lord Cranley, Sir 
William Vincent, and Mr. Justice Bray. The Lord Lieutenant of 
Surrey (Colonel the Hon. Henry Cubitt), Lord Farrer, Sir R. Rodd, 
and others wrote expressing ogee with the movement. It was 
resolved to form an association for the purpose of preventing the 
encampment of gipsies within the districts inhabited by the members. 
It was decided that the association should consist of residents and 
occupiers of land in the petty sessional divisions of Guildford and 
Dorking, but that the honorary secretaries should be instructed to 
receive the views of residents within the adjoining petty sessional 
divisions in order that the association might be extended as pes ae 
= Lord Cranley, of Clandon Park, Guildford, and . 

on gta of Westcott, Dorking, were appointed 
secre 
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The British Westinghouse Electric and Manufacturing Co. 
 Semeense are giving notice of appeal from the recent decision of the 

omptroller-General revoking the Bremer-Westinghouse Flame Arc 
Lamp Patent. 


The Bills which have been presented and read a first time in the 
House of Commons include the following :—Mr. Dobson (Plymouth). 
—A Bill to promote the earlier use of daylight in certain months 

early and for other purposes relating thereto. Mr, Brigg (Yorks., 

-R., Keighley).—A Bill to prohibit or to regulate the sale of 
intoxicating liquors on Sunday. Mr. Howard (Cumberland, Eskdale). 
—A Bill to amend the law relating to the representation of the 
people in the United Kingdom and to remove the electoral disabilities 
of women. Mr. Hills (Durham).—A Bill to improve the con- 
ditions of employment, including the establishment of a legal minimum 
age of persons employed in certain industries. Mr. Hodge (Lancs., 
S.E., Gorton).—A Bill to provide work through public authorities 
for unemployed persons and for other purposes connected there- 
with. Mr. C. Roberts (Lincoln).—A Bill to secure the closing of 
licensed premises on election days. Mr. Higham (Yorks., W.R., 
Sowerby).—A Bill to assimilate the law as to the privilege of 
licensing justices with that applicable to justices sitting in courts of 
summary jurisdiction. Sir C. Dilke (Gloucester, Forest of Dean). 
—A Bill to establish a single franchise at all elections, and there- 
by to abolish university representation and to remove the disabilities 
oF worren; a Bill to amend the law relating to shops. Sir L. White 
(Yorks., E.R., Buckrose).—A Bill to dispense with the compulsory 
viewing of bodies by juries on the holding of coroners’ inquests. 


A dinner of the London Court of Arbitration, which is under the 
joint management of the London Chamber of Commerce and_ the 
Corporation of London, was held on the 19th inst., says the Times, 
at the Trocadero Restaurant, Piccadilly-circus. Sir A. K. Rollit, 
president of the Arbitration Committee of the London Chamber of Com- 
merce, occupied the chair, and among those present were Sir E. Clarke, 
K.C., Sir Albert Spicer, M.P., president of the Chamber, Sir 
Frederick Banbury, Mr. Sheriff J. J. Baddeley, Master Sir John 
Macdonell, Sir Edward Fithian, and Judge Rentoul, K.C. After 
dinner the chairman opened a discussion on ‘‘ Arbitration in Com- 
mercial Differences.’’ He observed that it was an ideal condition that 
litigants should select their own judges. He strongly advised the in- 
sertion of an arbitration clause in contracts generally. No award of 
the court had ever been challenged and no case had ever been taken to 
the ordinary court. Last year the number of cases dealt with was 
double that of the previous year, and the prospect was extremely pro- 
mising. The court provided a form of litigation which had the 
advantage of being amicable, inexpensive, and upon the whole pro- 
bably right and just. Steps were now being taken to deal with those 
difficult cases in which citizens of different nations were interested. 
Sir Edward Clarke observed that there need be no real jealousy between 
lawyers practising in the courts and a tribunal of arbitration. The 
latter was only put into operation when both parties agreed that there 
was something to be decided between them. In four-fifths of the cases 
they were not so agreed. Incidentally he expressed himself in favour of 
a fusion of both branches of the legal profession, and contended that 
the reform would be of advantage to all parties concerned. 








By permission of the treasurer and benchers of the Inner Temple, 
a meeting is to be held in the hall of the Inner Temple on Thursday, 
the 4th of March, at 4.30, in aid of the Prison, Borstal Home, and 
Probation Work of the Church Army. The Common Serjeant (Sir 
F. A. Bosanquet, K.C., treasurer of the Inner Temple) will preside, 
and H.H. Princess Marie Louise of Schleswig-Holstein has graciously 
signified her intention of. being present. The Earl of Halebury and 
the Right Hon. Mr. Justice Bigham, President of the Probate, Divorce 
and Admiralty Division, will be the principal speakers, and Mr. W. F. 
Hamilton, K.C., hon. treasurer of the Church Army, will give a short 
account of the work. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota or Reoistzars 1x ATTENDANCE On 


Emzzcencr Aprrzat Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No, 2, Joroz. Swisver Eapr. 

1 Mr Goldschmidt Mr Greswell Mr Church Mr Beal 
2 Synge Goldschmidt Theed Greswell 
Synge Bloxam Goldschmidt 
Church Farmer 
Bloxam Theed Leach 
Parmer Bloxam 


Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice 
W aenivoron,. Nevius. Pasees. 


Mr Farmer Mr Synge Mr Bloxam 
Leach Church Farmer 
Borrer Theed Leach 

Beal Bloxam Borrer 

Greewell Farmer Beal 

Goldachmidt Leach Greswell 


3 Church 
Theed 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


March 1.—Mesars. Wearneratt & Green, at the Mart, at 2: Two Hotels (see adver 
tisement, back page, Feb. 13). 

Mareh 4.—Mersrs. H. E. foster & CranFiexp, at the Mart, at 2: Absolute Reve, 
sioner, —— Life Interest, and Policies of Assurance (see advertisement, page Ym 
this week). 

Marcn 17.—Mesars. Trottorsz, at the Mart: Mansion; and to Let by Auction g, 
George’s Hall (see advertisement, back page, Jan, 23). 

March 26.—Mr. Jostrg Srow:s, at the Mart, at 2; Freehold Investments (gg, 
advertisement, page v., this week). 

March 31.—Mesrs. Epwin Fox & Bousriexp, at the Mart, at 2°? Freehold (og 
advertisemert, page v., this week). 








Winding-up Notices 
London Gaz ette.—Fripay, Feb, 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 


Limitep in Onancary. 


Asxrorp & Co, Limrrsp—Creditors are required, on or before March 30, to send their 
nawes and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Chaloner 
Gardner, 24, Coleman at, liquidator 


Britisx Gotp Coast Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before April 3, t 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Grosvenor George Walker, 19, St Swithin’s In, liquidator 


Cruaverine Steamsuir, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Martyn J, 
Hewlett, Billiter House, Billiter st, liquidator 


Constantine & Jackson, Limitrep—Crediturs are required, on or before April 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 
St Barbe West, 420, Birkoeck Bank chmbrs, Uhancery ln, liquidator 


Geaxrat Revessionaey Co, Limrrsp—Creditors are required, on or belors March 13, to 
ser d tueir names and adoresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A, A, 
Menzies, jun, 51, North John st, Liverpool, liquidator 


Henry Buzzarp, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 27, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Geo, 
Davenport, 12, Hargreaves st, Burnley, liquidator 


Horwica Manvracruzine Co, Liaitsp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 17, 
directed to be heard at the Court House, Mawdsley at, Holton, at 10. Boote & Co, 
Mauchester, solors for the petner. Notice of aypearing must reach the above-named 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Mar 2 

Inxtey Liszary Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or bsfore Mar 1, to send in 
their names and addresses, with particulars of tneir debts or claims, to John William 
Dixon, Ashburn place, likley 

Ksu.err's, Limtrep— Petn for winding up, presented Feb 13, directed to be heard 
Mar 2. Allistone & Davey, Bedford row, solors for the p2tners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Mar | 


| Maxuw Pzacock & Co, Liwirsp—Creditors are required, on or before March 12, to send 


their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Jonn Robert 
Burgess, 38, Albion st, Leeds, liquidator 

New Hoop & Moorz, Lrutrep (1m Votuntary Liquiparion) — Oreditors are 
required, on or befere Mar 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Andrew Wilson Tait, Basildon House, Moorgate st 


New Moror anp Genggzat Russeg Oo, Liuirep—Petn for wirdiog up, presented 
Feb 16, directed to be beard March 2, Tree & Co, 3 and 4, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors 
fir the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o'clock in the afternoon of March 1 


Szxvices OLus Sywprcatz, Limrtsp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 16, directed 
to be heard March 2. Kerly & Son, Austin Friars, solors for che petners. Notice of 
snd must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

arch 1 


Sours Amerroan Mires awp Miwggats, Liurrep (iw Liqurpatiow)—Creditors are 
uired, on or before April 5, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their deots aud claims, to Henry Malcoim Graham, 14/, Leadenhall st, iquidavor 


Unsirep Farmers’ Insceance Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 10, 
directed to be heard at Peterborough, March 9. Whitaker, Accrington, solor for 
the petners; London Agents, Hare & Oo, .Temple chmbrs; Peterborough Agest, 
Hartley, Peterborough. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 8 


Country Patarine or Lancaster. 


Lraitep mx CHANCERY. 

Mizs Muu, Liwrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 17, directed to be heard a 
the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Manchester, March}, at 10.30. Briggs & 
Manchester, solors for the petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-name: 
not later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 27 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep 1m Oganozey. 


Bettisn Easrerw Exzoratc Powers Oo, Limiren (1m Liqurpatiom)—Oreditors me 
required. on or before April 7, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debte or claims, to Thomas Frederick Stevens, 57}, Olu Broad st, liquidator 


G. P. Rios & Oo, Limrrenv (1 Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 20, to sead tneir names addresses, ani the particulars of their debts and 
claims, to W. Debenham, High st, Godaluing. White, golor to tne liquidator 


Kiex Bros & Co, Liurrep —Creditors are required, on oc before March 10, to send their 
pames and adres ses, and the paticulars of their debts or clsims, to Wiliam 
Barclay Peat, 11, lronmonger in. Brown & Oo, solors for the liquidator 


Movustara & Co, Limrrepy (18 Votuntany Ligutpation) —Creditors are required, on & 
before Maron 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars o 
debts or ciaims, to Alexander Bruoke Bryden, 108a, Cannon street, liquidator 

W. ©. Eveserr & Oo, Liurreo—OCreditors are required, on or before March 25, to send 
their pames and aduresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to’ W. & 
Everett, liquidator. ; 

Yorx Cowezoriowzzy Comsany, Liurrep (1x Votunrany Ligurpation),—Orediten 
aon poamiaed. 99, or before March 20, to send their nam 
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ag debts or claims, to Herbert Walker Pulleyn, 8, Ooppergal 
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Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Dar or OLarm. 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Feb. 16. 
Matrnews, Sanam Kare, High st, Camden Town, Retail Jeweller March 17 
Bianckensee and Others v Matthews, Warrington, J White, Holborn viaduct 
‘Moss, Vicronta Ectzazets, Peckham March 11 Fox v Kingston, Neviile,J Biggin- 
gon, ot St Thumas Apostle, Queen st 
TyermaN, Hever, Pontefract, York, Agricultnral Implement Maker March 25 Wceoi 
v TS erman Lodge, Swinfen Eady,J Lowden, Pontefract 
London Gazette,—Fuivay, Feb. 19. 


‘Barere, Exizazets Mary, Christchurch rd, Streatham March 17 Whatmore v Hill 
Sawyer, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Burwetr, Joun, Merthyr Tydfil, Beerhouse Keeper March 17 Burnett and Others v 
Burnett, Warrington and Parker, JJ Griffiths, Me:tbyr Tydfil 

Pivmetae, Jouw Vatiis Nromoun, Westcliffon Sea March 20 Bowling v Plumptre, 
Joyce, J . Colyer, Clement’s inn, Strand 

Tondon Gasette,—Tunspay, Feb. 23. 

Mayins, Joun, Guisborongh, Clevéland, York, Accountant March 24 Mavins v 

Mavins, Swinfen Eady,J Ricnardeon, Guisborough 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cua. 
London Gazette.—Fxtway, Feb, 19, 
Apams, Georer, Saltash, Cornwall Mar 30 Martyn, Plymouth 
Apiax, Henry, Clifton, Biistol, Engineer March 31 Press & Press, Bristol 
Ba.pwiy, Joux Henay, Hythe, Kent Aprill Tassell & Son, Faversham 
Bastar, Joun ALGERNON, Wilton pl! Mari8 Garrie & Co, Lincola’s inn fields 


Bayuis, Joun Caanves, St George’s rd, Southwark Mar 18 Farlow & Co, Crooked In, 
King Wiliam st 


Biaxemone, Eayest, Handsworth Mar2 Perry, Wolverhampton 
Buakeémore, Louisa, Handsworth Mar2 Perry, Wolverhampton 


Bostock, Tuomas, Stafford, Shoe Manufacturer April 30 Dennis & Faulkners, North- 
ampton 


Bsapiey, Marruew, Shipley, Yorks, Yeoman Mar 31 Duna, Bradford 
. Turner, Mary, Shipley, Yorks Mar 31 Dunn, Bradford 

Dove, Sanaun, Shipley, Yorks Mar 31 Duna, Bradford 

Bricgatmose, Mary, Baslow, Derby March 20 Stacey, Sheffield 


Brows, Euiza Mary, Market Harborough May 1 Dennis & Faulkners, North- 
amptcn 


Baown, Mary Ayn, Lowestoft March 20 Welchman, Lowestoft 

Bure, Cuakes, Brighton March 31 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 

Canter, Exuen, Wisborough Green, Sussex March 5 Coole & Haddock, Horsham 
CuagLesworts, CuanLes Dixon, Walsall, Electrical Engineer April 3 ‘Evans, Walsall 


berger Rospgest Oxesy Cooper, St Mary Church, Devon, Licensed Victualler March 25 
oster & Somerville, Torquay 


oat Emma Cazouine, Manningham, Bradford April17 Atkinson, Bradfod 
E..ipes, Estazk, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Joiner March 31 Lamb & Co, Birkenhead 


E.wortay, Eurex Bearaics, Westbourne rd; For st Hill March 31 Simpson & Co 
Gracechurch Bt 


Farcotyer, Emity, Derby, March 31 Sale & Son, Derby 

Foster, Farpeaicx, Sproatley in Holderness, Farmer March 23 Watson & Co, Hull 
Gaeey, Catuzeive, Lorton, Cumberland March 15 Waugh & Musgrove, Cockermouth 
Grex, Feancis, Buckden, Hunts March13 Hunnybuo & Sons, Huntingdon 

Haccuz, Wiuitam, Swansea, Foreman Carpenter April 2) Stevens, Swansea 
Haomaigr, Joszea Lewis, 8t Albans, Publican “April25 Harris & Co, Finsbury sq 


Hanpy, Tuomas Joun, Rochdale, Newspaper Proprietor March 25 Hartley & 8 n, 
Rochdale 


Hanaisoy, General Eowarp, Hendon Aprili Harrison & Co, Bedford row 
Heatos, Exizabers, Kendal, Westmoreland March 15 Hodgson, Barrow in Furness 


Hissert-W ans, Wiiiam Augustine, Richmond, Barrister at Law March25 Bates & 
Jellicorse, Manchester 


Horxins, Wiusam, Trehinghill, or Cowbridge, Glam March 19 Miles, Cowbridge 
Janxinas, Ricuanp Epwarp, Kidwelly, Carmarthen March 18 Harries, Carmarthen 
res, =, Ashby de la Zouch, Leicester, Solicitor Feb 28 Fisher & Co, Ashby de 


Jonns, Susannan Exizasern, Northampton March 31 Howes & Co, Northampton 
Ku.saut, Many Axx, Wilmslow, Chester March 17 Hockin & Co, Manchester 
Kissy, Saran, Liverpool Maich 17 Bartley & Co, Liverpool 


Law, Sir Epwanp FirzGsea.o, KOSI, KCMG, Wellesley. House, Lower Sloan 
March 31 Davidson & Morriss, Queen Victoria Bt : Bin 


Levis, Hensiztra Susan, Guildford March 20 Sherwood & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Lirt.ewout, Kuiza, Hithertield rd, Streatham Hili March 12 Rodgers & Co, Walbrook 
Low, Wittiam Epwaap, Regency st. March 25 Rutland, Chancery ln 

Moore, Exizasera Ann, Middiesbrough March 15 Cohen, Stockton on Tees 

Moss, Faanczs, Saltburn by the Sea, Yorks March 13 Preston, Middlesbrough 

Oppy, Wiuttam, Birkenshaw, Yorks, Wool Merchant March 31 North & Sons, Leds 
Orpzat, Gustav, Berlin March 81 Adler & Perowne, Copthall av 


Panatsu, J ny ‘tuomas, Jesmond Park, Ni 
a Nes 3 eine Tyee eweastle upon Tyne, Draper March 18 F & E 


Pour, Cuanues, Sandylands, Morecambe March 16 Leach, Halifax 
Ricuanvsox, Tuomas, Elton, Chester, Farmer March 31 FJ & C Poole, Sandbach 


Sonenrs, Epwix, Moss Side, ur Mat chester, Manager. March 31 Phythian & Bland, 
—Manchester 


Rovarrs, Jeaywerre Lyértz, Llandudno {March; 20 Chamberlain & Johnson 
Llandudno 


Sauxpess, Florence Maupg, Eastbourne March 31 Adshead, Essex st, Strand 

Sims, Jouy, Cheltenham April4 Earengey, Cheltenham 

Sourneetow, Exata Crackwat, Guildford March 31 Cracknell, 5, Devonport rd, Shep- 
herd's Bush 


Sree, Samvuen Horxis, Abergavenny March 31 Underwood & Steel, Hueferd 
a ee Murray,- Petersfield March 31 Martell, King’s Bench walk’ 
on ; 


Taortors, Hon Rosext Caaxwen, Taunton March 19 Hellard, Btogumber, Somerset 
Wayrs, Avexaupee, New ‘Barnet, Aerts, FLS, FZS, March 31 Marray. & Co 


Wis, Henry, Cholmondeley, Chester March 25 Etches, Whitchureh, Salop 
Wixeate, Fionexcs, Abbotsbam, Devon April3 Daveap st & Co, Hastings 
Wricut, Haroip, Stone, Staffe March 16 Hargreave & Heaton, Birmingham 
Ye.ianp, $anan Any, Plymouth March 15 Southeard, Bishopagate st Within © 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, Feb. my 
Apams, Gores, Saltash March 30 Martyn, Plymouth 
Bacxaousg, Ex1za, Bournemouth April13 Bower & Co, Bream’s bldgs, Chancery In 
“eer oy Hetton le Hole, Darham, Auctioneer April 2 Priddio, Houghton le 


Bentiey, Maay, Dartford March 26 James, Derby 

Bituixeron, Rosaswas, Preston March 1 Smith & Fazackerley, Preston 

Boocock, Wrieut, Bradford April7 Rawnsley & Peacock, Bradford 

Bowpex, Emty Faasces, Cromwell rd, South Kensington April4 Metcalfe & Co, New 
Lincoln’sinn r ‘ 


84, 


Bowers, Grores, Ashton under Lyne, Farmer March 30 Knight, Manchester 
Baanpox, Maritpa Janz, Virginia row, Bethnal Green March 18 Tatham & Co, ‘Queen 
Victorus st 


Brown, Witu1am, Manningham, Bradford, Warehouseman April7 R 
Bradford 


Buckist, ApgL, Audenshaw, or Manche:ter March 27 Lord, Manchester 

Butrerworts, Aice, Rochdale March 25 Wiles & Thomson, Rochdale 

Caps.t, Hesry, Pollen st, Hanover sq, Licensed Victualler March 25 Ashford, Great 
Mariborough st 

Crark, Janz Euma, Lee, Kent March 31 Budd & Co, Austia Friars 

Curroap, Natuanien Avresp, Twickenham March 31 Haslip, Martin's la 

Counce, Samuzt Hyp, Birkdale, Lanes, Plam er March 23 Worden & Ashington 
Southport 

Dexwet, Ross Mary Happen, Brighton April7 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 

Divetay, Wittiam, Erdington March 25 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 

Fe.iows, Jous, Norton Canes, nr Cannock, Cashier AprilS Stanley & Jackson, Walsall 

Forney, Saran Axx, Thirsk, Yorks March 9 Richardson & French, Thirsk 

GaapinEa, Talford rd, Camberwell March 26 Lee & Co, Queen Victoria at 

Hanus, Joun Tomas, Stone, Staffs April9 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 

Howaarp, Hon Over, Draycott pl March 25 Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl, Holborn 

Irzie, ALExaxper, Charlottenburg, ar Berlin, Merchant March 24 Selim, Mincing in 

Jsywinas, Euua, Wolverhampton April5 May & Court, Wolverhampton 

Kesxwortuy, Isapecca, Birkdale, Lancs March 23 Worden & Ashington, Southport 

Kine, Wit14s, Suoninghill, Berks, Baker April 6 Horne& Co, Staines 

Kwoscavou, Pave Fstix, Charlottenburgh, nr Berlin, Merchant March 24 Selim, Min- 

cing In 

Levy, Casran, Berlin March 22 Tatham & Leona, ola Broad st 

Lewis, Jous, Cleifiog, Isaf Valley, Anglesey, Farmer March 17 Nee’ & Gordon-Roberts, 

Holyhead 

Meaxtn, Cyar Hues, Darlaston Hall, Staffs April9 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 

Meexins, ALGEBNON, Catford, Beer Retailer March 20 Fowler & Co, Victoria st 

Mernoup, Farpesicx Jouy, Cockfield, nr Bury 8t Edmunds March 31 Rawle & Co, 

Bedford row 

Moziey, Avssrt Osarles, Mariatrosterstrasse Kroisbach Gras, Austria March 22 

Tatham & Lousida, Old Broad st 

Pranson, Epwagp, Upper Radbourne, Warwick, Farmer March 25 Fairfax & Barflel d 

Banbury 

Pearson, Haasiert Evizapeta, Stockton, Warwick March 25 Faixfax & Barfield , 

Banbury 

Perrare, Joun Baiees, Ashford, Middlesex Aprilé Horne & Co, Staines 

Pouures, Reetnavp CuirrorD, Pixham, Dorking 2% Hemsley & Qo, Old Burlington st 

Partymay, Evizasers Geratpine, Ensismore gdas, Prince’s gate March 2 Lewis & 

Parrouanp, Exizaseta, Malpas, nr Newport, Mon March 18 Evans, Newport, Mon 

Propyx-Nevins, Faxsy, Cheltenham March 31 Andrew & Co, Great James st, Bedforg 

row 

Rusu, Jouy, Eye, Suffolk April5 Lawton & Co, Bye, Suffolk 

Sorurron, Atexaypea James, Austin Friars, Stock Broker April 30 Merrimans & 

Thirlby, Mitre ot 

Surra, Wiutiam Eomunp, Castel, Guernsey May 18 Bassett & Oo, Southampton” 

Sree.x, Joan, Macolesield, Licensed Victualler March 26 Hastings, Macclestield 

Streit, Davi, Broadstairs’ March 31 Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 

Srocxwat, James, Kensal rd, Contractor March'’31 Tatham & Lousada, Old Broad st 

Sraarrint, Many Rosa » Stratford, Besex April a Farrer & Co, Limcola’s ia 
fields 





sley & P ik 





PS AOE FORRES: March 25 Trevanion & Co, Poole 
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Bankru ptcy Notices. 


London Gasette,—Faipay, Feb 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 
Atytzy, Witt1am, Bawtry, Yorks, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
Jan 3) Ord Feb 15 


Arzinsoxs, Jons, Batley, Yorks Dewsbury Pet Feb 1 
Ord Feb 17 


Arrexpornvw, Isaac, Heanor, Derby, Joiner Derby Pet 
Feb17 Ord Feb 17 
Atrwoott, Wituam Avyort, Easton, Po peat. Dorset, 
i omen Pet Feb £ Ord Feb t 
Baaxsa, To Reading, Physician High Court Pet 
Jan® OriF-bd 16 


Seapaeees, “anar, Cobbold_ rd e, 
Bust, Tuoxas W e Mwiltington we ave is Norn mis 
mas WILLIAM, upon Tyne, um- 
a evn Newcastle mn tee Pet Feb 8 
‘eb 


Buaxcuargp, Fow:zr, Horwich, aaa Pork Butcher 
Bolton Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb 1 
Borsa, James, Catford High Court Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 


cone Lawaence, Shaftesbury av, Actor High Court 
Pet Dec24 Ord Feb.16 

Bucx.ey, were Loe Lanes, Confectioner Oldham Pet 
Feb 1 17 


A a Sa Sipoxsy Caantes, Penkhull, Stoke upon Trent, 
Mantle Dealer Hanley Pet Feb15 Ord Feb t 5 

Cuartros, Araep Jounsox, Johnstuwn, Ruabon, Denbigh, 
Wagon Builder Wrexham Pet #eb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Cuarttur, Groner Napoteos, Liandaff, Licensed Victualler 
Cardiff Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Cup, Witi1am James, Drax, nr Selby, Yorks, Blacksmith 
York Pet Feb i3 Ord Feb 1 


_ ee Stockport 


Conss, T, & Sow Laota, Fruit Merchants Leeds Pet 
Feb3 Ord Feb 16 


ene Joux Taou Heath, B Green- 
Bn ne gg | Pet Feb 17 ‘ond ‘Od Ben nt 17 
Licensed Victualler 


Cadbeum, — Harst, 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
id, Hard 


Ae. ng Jamas, Attercliffe, Sheffiel ware Dealer 
Sheffield = Ly 2 Ord Feb 16 
ALL, Sasag Aun, Wednesbury, Corn Factor Wal- 


sall reg hed Ord Feb 16 "a 
spacey Craptres, Harrogate, Solicitor 
York Pet Febié Ord Feb - 
(James Josera, . Harrow, Fruiterer 8t 
Albans Pet Febi7 Ord eb, oe 
Basray, Faroerice Wi11am, Bury St Edmunds, Tailor 
Bury 8t Edmunas Pet Feb 17 “Ord Feb 17 
Buseck, Wriuian, Gosforth, Cumberland, Slater and 
Plasterer wen Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Frazsce, Rosert Joux, Burton upon Trent, Boot Maker 
Burton on Trent Pet ng 16 Bed Feb 16 
Posrzr, Wiit1am Txomas, Twyford, Berks, Plumber 
ent Pet ‘oe Ora Fb 18 w 
cores VALESTINE, estmorland, 
Tailor Keaodal Pet Febi5 Ord Feb 15 
Gaatsons, Geoncs, Wolverhampton, shoe Operative Wol- 
vehampton Pet Febi5 Ord Feb i5 
Gases, Jous [a-.uas, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet 
Feb 1s Ord Feb 15 
Haut, Jauus, Staveley, Derby, Blacksmith Chesterfield 
Pet Feb 12 16 Ord Feo i6 
Haan, arsset, Walmer, Kent, Fruiterer Canterbury 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
=, Gores, Ryme, Dorset, Builder Yeovil Pet 
Beb15 Ord Feb 15 
Hivaso, Joux Tuomas, Wilden, nr Stourport, W 
Grocer ag mend Soe aha Ord Feb 16 
one, Aaro: 


Abertriawr, y, Glam, Collier 
Pontypridd "Pet Feb 16 ‘Ord Feb 16 
Hiees, Se, Cam, Glos, Builder Bristol Pet Feb 


Hovess, Wim, , Surgeon Gloucester Pet 


Febi7 Ord Feb 17 
Houoiwe, Wits, Hexer, Watton, Brecon, Butcher 


Merthyr Trail Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Hotrristp, snr, Jan, Notley Mill, Crendon, 
Mitier Aylesbury Pet Feb 17 Feb 17 


Inuisoworts, Warez Cates, . 4th, cam Hardy, 
Se Traveller Saiford Pet Feb i 


ion, deem, © Croydon, Fishmonger Croydon Pet Jan 27 


Jounus, Iowa, aaa Paepericx fous, Enfield, Agent Ea- 
monton Pet Jan@z Ord Feb 1 
Kespat, Missi, Ciifton, Bristol, Costaliakar Bristol Pet 
Febi7 Ord Feb 17 
Korscasexr, A, Kung st, Hammersmith, Tobacco Dealer 
High Court P+ by B = 17 
Lerr, awa tomnnces, Sparkhill, Worcester, Phonograph 
Dealer Birmiegham Pet Feb15 Ord Peb 15 
Gaoece, Gr-n &, com pk, Fruiterer High Court 
aoe oon Feb 
Lewis, ss Owes, Bangor, © Carmarvon, Hay Mer hant 
Beogor P4 Fev l6 Ord Feb 16 : 
Lesauas, Jaues Cxomas, Gredf 1d, Manufacturer's Agent 
Pet ¥eo3 Ord Feb 17 
McKissus, Matcois Go-forth, Northamberian4, Contrac- 
aa a Tyne Pec Febiz Ord Feb 12 
—-* Lanes, Carriere Bolton Pet 
Mech 18 Ord Ord Fi 


|, Wiustsn tc pon, Torqusy, Havlier Exeter Pet 


ae it om tenses te L , Charles & J 
st, ames Canterbury 
Pet Dees Od ¥-bi2 x 
Moxzois, yo eo and Sipser Mozors, Woodridings 
Parts, Getch Bod, Deirymen % Albans Ps Jan’? 
Ord Feb 15 


Moewvr, Davi, Wotton unier Edge, Gics, Boot Dealer 
treme? an tel Ord Veb 16 2 
Cuestes Pet Feb 2 “Ord Web 15 


Prrrreip, Witu1am, Manchester, Furrier Manchester Pet 
Feb 11 Ord Feb 15 

PotiagD, AtFasp Towsseyp, Ilford, Essex, Commercial 
Traveller Chelmsford Pet Feb i? Ord Feb 17 

Reap, —— Wi.uiam, Kingston upon Hull, Fruiterer 

m upon Hull Pet Feb 16 8. Ord Feb 16 

Reavy, Lusws.iyy, aga st, Russell sy High Court 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb 1 

Rostssoy, CHARLss, Baildon, Yorks, Joiner Leeds Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Ross, Hexey Joux, Beulah hill, otery Manufacturer 
Wandsworth Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 

Rupp, Ricaarp, 7 Essex, Builder” Chelmsford Pet 
Feb 17 Ord Feb 1 

Russroxs, WiLi1am, techie Manchester, Baker Man- 
chester Pet Jan 22 Ord Frb 15 

Sat, a a oe Ceordom, Art Upholsterer, Croydon Pet 


PRS. WILuax a Plumstead, Coach Builder Green- 
wich | Pet Jan 16 7 16 Co 
Soort NALD ALBERT, ee ns =~ rt 

. Pet Feb 17 be add ites ss 
HAW, ALFRED JoHNSON e Durham, P 
Neweastie on Tyne Pet Feb 15, Ord Feb 15 
aa tte Barrow, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Feb cf Ord Feb 


Sotomon, JosEPx, Mexy "ss eee Tobacco Dealer Cardiff 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 

Srumay, James, Keadiby, "Lines, Farmer Sheffield Pet 
Feb 17 Ord Feb 1 

Sreee, ExizabeTa as, Exeter, Tobacconist Exeter Pet 
Feo 17 Ord Feb 1 

Sreruens, phoma Botrox, West Drayton, Clerk 
Windsor Pet Fed17 Ord Feb 17 

Srevews, Henry Georcs, Reading, Timber Merchant 

; Pet Feb 17 x, Feb 17 ‘ si 

nomas, WILLIAM, Anglesey, Farmer angor 

Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 ‘ 


Tracuxim, Hersent, her Broughton, Salford, Blouse 


Manufacturer ester Pet Jan2t Ord Feb 15 
Truscott, Maax, and Bers Danntsa, | Liantaroam, nur 
Newport, Mon, and C Newport, 





Mon Pet Jan30 Ord Feb 15 

Watson, Witttam Core, Torquay, House Decorator Exeter 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Wuirs, wy Westeliff on m Sea, Essex, Grocer Chelms- 


ford Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 17 
Wittsox, Hetesza, Cheltenham Cheltenham Pet Feb 16 
Ord Feb 16 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


a yy Featherstone, Yorks, Butcher Marl 
atl Bond ter, Wakefield 

Banke, om Reading Physician Mar 2 at 12 Bankruptcy 

bidgs, Curey st 

Bareett, Freosrick Hasgry, Leytonstone, Provision 
Dealer Mar 2 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Beysert, Taomas, Fishtoft, Lincs, Market Gardener Mar 
8 at 2.15 Off Bec, 4and 6, West st, Boston 

BuancuagD, Fow.er, Horwich, nt Pork Butcher Mar 
2at3 i9, Exc st, Bolton 

Broves, Lawaence, ed av, Actor Mar 1 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 





Carros, aed jua. West ‘thurrock, Essex, Builder aa | 
Shireaall, Cheims 


Sata 

Cuanpies, Siuney Cuas.es, i cokhall, Stoke upon Trent, 
Mantle Dealer Mariat 12 Off Rec, King st, New- 
castie, Stafford 

Curio, Wiutiam James, Drax, nr Selby, Yorks, Blacksmith 
aly at 3 Off Rec, The Red House, Dancombe pl, 

or 

CrasTres, Sauvet, Hurst, Lancs, Lieensed eeeetie 
Feb 27 at 11.45 Of Rec, syrom st, Mancheste: 

Carsswe.t, WILLIAM, Cheltenham, Builder Feb 27 "at 3.15 
County Court bldgs, h 

Davies, WittiamM Morcay, Tredegar, Cycle Agent Mar 4 
atll Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newpurt, Mon 

Duocsworets, Hersisy Caastaze, Harrvgate, Solicitor 
wh 3 Off Rec, The Red Honse, Duncombe pi, 

or 

Gazex, Jonx i Tee, een, Grocer Marl at 12 Off 
Rec, i, Berridge st, Lei 

Hats, Gzorae ALFRED, laston rd, Barking, Essex, Corn 
Dealer Marlati2 14, Bedford row 

Haraisox, Gzoner, Ryme, Dorset, Builder Mar 2at 12.45 
Off Ree, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 

Haxtox, ALEXANDER, Aes wf Barrow in Furness, Coal 
Merchant Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, 
Barrow in ph gy 


Hesrerx, Aanos, Abertridwr, nr hilly, Glam, Collier 
Mar 1 at 10.30 Off Rec, Post chmbrs, Ponty- 


Hovoes, Hep.iey,and Asrave Hopes, Barrow in Furness, 
Jam Preservers Mari at 3 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis 
at, Barrow in Furness 

Hogst, Witiiam Batrrex, Darwen, eg sean 
Feb 27 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Winch ley & 

Hourcaissos, Kossat, Wh Seberper 
Mar 2 at 11.00 od Benn, _Deatingeen, Albert rd 


Middiesbrough 
Ison, James Croydon, Fishmonger Marlat12 132, York 
L a, 4 oy ~ aeg 
4 Weos BaNCis RicuhauD, , Staffs, 
Architects Marat 11.3) Orf Kec, King st, Newcastle, 


s 
MoG.rss, Tuomas, Magshestes, Packing Case 
Maker Feb 77 an Oni Byrom pe ene oe 
McKissox, Ma.co.m, Gosfurth, colnonbotiand, Contrac- 
tor Feb 27 at 11 Off tec, 30, Musley st, Newcastle on 
yne 
Wein, Ateeer, Radcliffe, Lancs, Carrier Mar lat 3 19, 
Ma. ~ U T Haulier Mar 4 at 
RDuB, Wiitian, — aay, a 
10.26 Off Rec, 9, ool choos . Exeter 


Opz.t, James, Lower ‘Caldoosts, Northill, Beds, Dealer in 
— Produce Feb 21 at 12 Off Rec, Bridge st, 


Rusr, Srort, Wisbech Saint Cam bridge, Con- 
fectiones Feb 27 at 12.40 Off hee 8, King ot ‘Norwich 














——$<—<—=3. 
Rosrmsow, Onanves, Baildon, Yorks, Undertaker Mar 
u Of Rec, 24, Bond st, 16 
Ross, Henry Jouyx, Beulah hill, Norwood, Rustic Wak 
Manuf — Mar 1 at 11.30 132, York rd, Wet. 


minster ge 

Saut, Witt1am, Croydon, Art Pama Mar 3 at 9 
132, York rd, Westminster mite 

Savace, Wituiam Hesry, Pi ti hbuilder Mar 
3 at 11.30 132, Yorkrd, Westenitater Bridge 

Sreex, Evizasera Ann, Exeter, Tobacconist Mar 4g 
10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Watsu, Evecyn Extzasern, Pendleton, salford, Schog 
oe Feb 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man. 

er ter 


Watsox, Wiit1am Corr, Torquay, House 
Mar 4at 10.30 Off Reo, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 
‘att, Witt1am Guapstonr, Wisbech, Cambridge, Com. 
mercial Traveller Feb Wat 1 Off Rec, 8, ing st, 
Norwich 

Waeeer, Avseat, Faringdon, Berks, Baker Mar 1 at 

4.30 Off Rec, 38, Kegent circus, Swindon 
WILiiams, Owey, Aberdovey, Merioneth, Grocer Mar 3 

at 3.45 Towahall, Aberystwyth 
Wootraep, Wittiam Taomas, jun, Hoddesion, Herts, 
Plumber Mar2ati2 14, Bedford row 
Waricst, Tomas, Kenilworth, Warwick, Haulier Mar? 
at ll Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


Arey, WIttam, Pomtet, York, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Feb! 
ArrenxBornow, Isaac, Heanor, Derby, Joiner Derby Pe 


Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Bareert, Faspesiox Harry, Leytonstone, Provision 
Dealer High Court Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
a Fowxer, Horwich, Lancs, Pork Butcher 
ton 


Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Borus, James, Catford High Court Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 
17 
neat = Isnazt, Regent st High Court Pet (Dec 31 On 
re Saxons, Leos, Lancs, Confectioner Oldham Pet 
Feb 17 Ord Feb 1 
Buss, THomas, Ebury, st, Eaton sq, Builder High Court 
Pet Jan 2 Ord Feb 15 
Carter, Samusi Jonny, Walsall, Staffs, Glass Dealer 
Waisall Pet Feb3 Ord Febi7 
Catton, Epe@ar, jun, West Thurrock, Essex, Builder 
Chelmsford pet Jan19 Ord Feb 13 
CHANDLER, Stoney Caagies, Penkhull, Stoke upon Fs 
Mantle Dealer Hanley Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 1 
Caarttox, Gsorce Napoueon, Liandaff, “Licensed Vie. 
tualler Cardiff Pet Feb 15 Urd Febl 
Catto, Witt14am James,*Drax, or Selby, Yorks, Blacksmith 
York Pet Febi3 Ord Feb 13 
Cuaxton, Atpeat, Reddish, Lancs, Salesman Stockport 
Pet feb 15 Ord Feb 1b 
Coox, Jouw Taomas, Smail Heath, Birmin nghem. Green- 
grocer Bi Pet Feb 17 Ord 
Cosnwe.t, Witiiam Hevay, 7 Builder East. 
bourne Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb 1 
Crasrage, Samvet, Hurst, etl Licensed Victualler 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
Deas, Wittiam Riowaep, George st, Manchester 9, 
Decorawr High Court Pet Dec 23 Ord Feb 17 
ps Beary, Riosaup MeRepirs, ~ 7 naan 8 Africa 
High Court Pet Nov25 Ord Feb 
Dennett Jamus, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Toy Dealer Sheffield 
Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 
ey Bensamix, Durham, Builder Middlesbrough 
Pet Nov2/ Ord Feb 16 
Distuawat, Sanau Ann, Wednesbury, Corn Factor Walsall 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Douckwosta, Herstey Crantraee, Harrogate, Solicitor 
York Pet Feb1ié6 Ord Feb 16 
Kaagrtay, Fespesiox Wittiamu, Bury 8t Edmunds, Suffolk, 
Tailor Bury 8: Edmunds Pec Feb17 Ord Feb 17 
Ersgzox, Witiiam, Gili Foot, Gosforth, S.ater 
haven Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 
Freesca, Roserr Joux, Burton upon —_, Boot Maker 
Burton on Trent Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 1 
Fie.pina, + og Henry, Grenoside, ar Sheffield, Yorks 
Pet Jan7 Ord Feb 17 
1LLIAM THOMAS, b+ pee Berks, Plumber 
g Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 1 
Ganeaint, Giacomo, Gaisford st, Kent ish Town High Court 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 17 
Ganeagp, SamusL + Brighton, Grocer Brighton Pet 
Feb2 Ord Feb1 
Geanam, Groace Vauesrors, Kendal, Westmoreland, 
Tailor Kendal Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Geaixces, Gzorczr, Wolverhampton, Shoe Operative 
Wolverhampton Pet Febis Ord Feb 16 
Geeex, Jouxn Tuomas, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Haut, James, order, Dest. Blacksmith Chesterfield 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 
Hasais, AcBesar, eee Kent, Fruiterer Canterbury 
Pet Febi7 Ord Feb 17 h 
Haxrais»», Geonae, Ryme, Dorset, Builder Yeovil Pe 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Havago, Jous Tuomas, Wilden, nr Stourport, Worcester, 
Grocer Kiddecmiaster Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Haxros, ALEXAND«:, Walmmey, Barrow in f#urness, 
Barrow ia Furness Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 37 
Heeres, Assen, Abertridawr, nr Cae «yh Glamorgaa 
llier ridd vet Feb 16 feb 16 
Haas, Mg ickwar, Glos, Bailder and Contractor 
Bristol Pet Feb is Ord Feb i¢ 
Hopegs, Wittiau, @ ter, Surgeon Gloucester Pet 
Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 


Ho.oss, Hepver,and Astave Hozpes, Barrow in F' 
oS apne ers Barrow in Furness Pet Jan 30 
eb 1 


Horpine, Wiit14m Hewey, Brecon, Butcher Merthyr 
Tyatl Pet Feb ut, Ord’ Feb 17 

Hourvia.p, Hasst Crendon, Bucks, Milla 
Aylesbury P Feb 17 


Foster, — 


a Rg ar 0 


Feb. 24, 199, 4 





aonprepp Pe PP 


aewneseseee:-:8 82 Pf 2 


at a Cee oe 





7; 1909, 


———a 
ertaker Marat 


oa, Rusti 
, York rd, wat 


rer Mar 8 at 19 


5 ey 
Bridge «- 


Louse 
rcus, Exeter 


Cambridge, 
Reo, 8, Eg a 
Saker Mar 1 at 
don 

» Grocer Mar 3 
ddesion, Herta, 
Ww 

Haulier Marg 


r Shefficld Pe 
ner Derby Pet 
oy Provision 


Feb 17 Ord Feb 
‘et [Dec 31 Oni 
r Oldham Pet 
ler High Court 
Glass Dealer 
casex, Builder 
o%ke upon Tr 
rd Feb 15 pes 
_Licensed. Vie. 
5 
ks, Blacksmith 
nan Stockport 
ham. Green- 
eb 17 
Builder East- 
sed Victualler 
feb 12 
Manchester 4, 
d Feb 17 
tein, 8 Africa 
ealer Sheffield 
Middlesbrough 
Factor Walsall 
gate, Solicitor 
aunds, Suffolk, 
Ord Feb 17 
ater White- 
t, Boot Maker 
16 
hheffield, Yorks 
rks, Plumber 
m High Court 
Brighton Pe 
Westmoreland, 
j 
oe Operative 
6 
Leicester Pet 
h Chesterfield 
Canterbury 
Yeovil Pe 
rt, Worcester, 
i Feb 16 
#urness, Coal 
L Ord Feb 37 
» Glamorgas 
ib 16 
ad Uontractor 
loucester Pet 


ow in Fi 
t Jan 30 


her Merthyr 
Bucks, Mille 


Feb. 27. 1909. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





(Vol. 53.1 311 











Horouers, Faepeniox, and Atszet Epwarp Fooxs. Ed 
ware rd, Printers HighCourt PetJan13 Ord Feb1 
IniIsewostH, Water Caartes, Choriton cum Hardy, 
Moye Commercial Traveller ‘Salford Pet Feb 15 Ord 
b L 
a Miss1®, — Bristol, Costumier Bristol 


BMPet Rebs? A Feb & eeak a High ‘ 
nd Agent jourt 
Lasse, x Feb 15 
a Contractor 


Langer, am Husert, Newport. 
rt, Mon Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 1 
orars Lawrence, Sparkhill, Weresster, Phono- 
ph Dealer Birmingham Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
tote hk Owen, Bang>r, ons Hay 
Bangor Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 1 
McKrxwox, Mavcoum. Gosforth, Northumberland, Contrac- 
tor Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 18 
Marry, ALseee ee Lancs, Carrier Bolton Pet- 
15 


Mannox, Wituam, Upton, Torquay, Haulier Exeter Pet 
Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Maetix, Lzoxagp Jouy, Oxford rd, Gunnersbury Brent- 
oe orctaeeet tenes, Ashley gains, Vietoria st 

sacy, AeTHur Ropert Gorpovy, ey 8, 

ee High Court Pet Dec2 Ord Feb 

Murer, Huew Etty, and Maata ln Crawoovr, 
Wi =F yh. Furniture Dealers High Court Pet Dec 
1 Fe’ 

Moreax, nono a Olympia ms, Kensington, 
Theatrical igh Court Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 17 

Opett, James, pod Gal lecxte, Northill, Beds, Dealer in 
Garden Produce Bedford Pet Feb1$ Ord Feb 17 

Pottarp, ALFaeD Townsenp, Ilford, Commercial Traveller 
Chelmsford Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Reap, Jous Wittiam, Kingston upon Lene Fae! 

upon Hull Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 

ag Seaman, Baildon, Yorks, Joiner A Feb 13 
Ord Feb 13 

Rosiwsoxs, Jonn Wittiam, Exeter, Licensed Victualler 
Plymouth Pet Dec17 Ord Feb 13 

Rose, Hexry Jonny, Beulah hill, Norwoxd, Rustic Work 
Maoufacturer Wandsworth Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 

Russtox, Wirttam, Openshaw. Manchester, Baker Man- 
chester Pet Jan22 Ord Feb 17 

Scammett, Epwarp Taomas. Marmora rd, Honor Oak, 
Clerk High Court Pet Dec 11 Ord Feb 15 

Scort, DonaLp ALBERT, > a gardens sq High 
Court Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Szaw, jusane Jonnsox, Hebburn. Du ham, Painter New- 
castleon Tyne Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

Smsox, Coates Montacu, Highbury cres, General Medi- 

cal Practitioner High Court Pet Febil Ord Feb 15 
maton: Barron, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 


17 
Sritmax, Jame > Lines, Farmer Sheffield Pet 
Feb 17 Ord Feb 1 


Breer. A ld avs, uate, Tobacconist Exeter Pet 
Feb17  OrdFeb 

Srerpuzns, Fraeperick , ee bos Drayton, Clerk 
Windsor Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 1 

Srevens, Henry Gerorce, Ka Bag Timber Merchant 
Reading Pet Feb 17 ‘Ord Feb 17 

SuTHERLaND, Lewis Dovetas, Gt Swan alley, M 
Stock Dealer High Court Pet Jan 2 Oran 17 

Tomas, wee, Nant Newydd Farm, en! « 
Anglesey, Farmer Bangor Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

Tomiineon, Rosert Oswatp, Wadale Bridge, Yorks, 
Joiner Sheffield Pet Jan18 Ord Feb 17 

Tracarim, Heesert, Hi — Broughton, Salford, Blouse 
Manufacturer ester Pet Jan 21 Ord Feb 17 

Warsow, Wiittam Coiz, Torquay, House Decorator 
Exeter Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 

Wittsox, Hetzna, Cheltenham Cheltenhan Pet Feb 16 
Ord Feb 16 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb, 238. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Anstow, James E, Montague rd, Hendon, Commercial 
Traveller Barnet Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 18 

Baxes, Epwarp, Edge Hil), Liverpool, Farniture Remover 
Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb18 

Bewsammm, Crom, Shirenewton, Mon, Licensed Victualler 
Newport, Mon Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 18 

Baown, Sauvey Janez, Kennington Park rd, Kennington, 
Clerk High Court PetFeb is rd Feb 18 

Browyxe, Erear Garrritus, Swindon, Grocer Swindon 


Hussam, Cresse. Bradford, Builder Bradford Pet Feb 

20 Feb 20 

re 5 + y .Landport, Hants Portsmouth PetFeb 
e 


Cross, Witiiam Henry, Lincoln, Builder Lincoln Pet 

Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Daz, Joux, Mold, Fiat, Furnisher Chester Pet Feb 9 
Ord Feb 19 


Dewssvry, Louis, ee Lancs, Grocer Oldham Pet 
Feb 20 Ord Feb - 


om, pp Ah sq, Surveyor High Court Pet Jan 
1 
et Solibull, rete, Clerk Birmingham 


ams i Chapel st, iaington, Draper High Court 


Goopmas, AtExanD Elgin cres, Commission Agent 
High Court Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
cuidan 2 Ort & Chester, Ironmonger Manchester Pet 


Greenserc, Mores, Leeds, Clothier’s Manager Leeds 


umn te On aon @ Journalist 
MILTON NGUS, ray’ s inn ® 
High Court 7 


Gul’ hee ieaiens aoe hinciiny Be 
nes, Samue., i er wa 

Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 wed 
Hart, Wituram, Ornan rd, Haverstock Hill High Court 
H ~ ag? big Sandy R Erdington, Warwick, 

ayegs, Gzorce Henry Russet, in 
Tron t Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 20 

Hitt, C H Bovanr, Threadneedle st High Court Pet 


Hoare, Apert Eowarp, Branksome, Dorset,Boiler Poole 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 18 

Reumed: E P, & Co, Essex rd, Islington, P: 
Manufacturers Court Pet Jan 22 On Feb 19 

Ineer, ArnTuur Ropert, Winshill, Derby, tectioner 
Burton on Trent Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Inoxs James P, Gt Winchester st, Stockbroker High Court 
as oon Ord 

Jounsox, W 
Court 


Feb 19 

Pens ~b 4 a3 ube Merchant High 

Pet Jan20 Ord Feb 

Jounson, Witti1am Henry, Hulme. Manchester, Conf: ctioner 
Manchester Pet Feb 19 pn a ds 

Joyzs Tnomas, Liancarfan, nr Cowbridge, Glam, Farmer 
Cardiff Pet Feb 18 ‘Ord "Feb 18 

Key, Tom Suaaps. Heckington Lincs, Baker Boston Pet 

KS Feb 1 > Ord 19 Shift, aie 

AK®, JAMES, sen, Salop, Solicitor Mad 
me A | pene cme” 
NNELL, HERBERT bey ss! igh st, Clap 

Wandsworth rR Feb 1 

Mackexzig, st, Cheapeide, Ci 
Merchant Bigh Court Jan 13 Ok Pe 3 

Mappocges, Tsomsas, Aberdare, Glam, Colliery 
Manager Aberdare Feb 19 Pet ed 19 

Marten, Esnest, Golder’s Green, 
Pet Jan5 Ord Feb 18 

Mawnzoop, Hewry Eanest Wiiiiam, Leeds, Advertisement 
Canvasser Leeds Pet Feb ag "Ord oat Fp 19 

Pawx, Witttam Hewry. Swansea, Colliery Agent Swansea 
Pet F-b19 Ord Feb 19 

Payne, Frepeatox Cuarntes Lyoetr, Sutton Coldfield, 
Baker Birmingham Pet Feb 18 ‘Ord Feb 18 

Peskett, Aason ALFrep, and Henay Pesxert, Sander- 
stead, Surrey, Builders Croydon Pet Feb 19 Ord 


Feb 19 
Pare Sarcent Bros, South st High Court Pet Jan 28 
Ord Feb 18 


Pinkett, Witu1am, Bulwell, Nottingham, Fish Dealer 
ottingham Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Rowena, 5 ye) Epwasp, aed rd, Northwood 
Windsor Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 

Suir, Tica Aveustus, The ¢ Grange, Bermonds+y 
Lather Merchant High Court Pet Jan 29 Ord 
'e 

Simpson, Samusy, ia = on Sea, Essex, Isinglass M 
cbants’ Manager elmsford| Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Syevuns, ArTHUS oe Huwneee, Sydenham High Court Pet 
Jan 26 Ord Feb 18 


Weser, Percy Juuiax, Whitby, York, Theatrical Manager 
Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 18 Ora Feb 18 
Wuirr, Eowarp Epwix, Woking, Draper Guildford Pet 
W: ret Pn gg ce oe Court Pet 
I EORGE ALFRED, 
Dec 16 Ord Feb 18 


N 
a 


Ameain’ Tieiten Sebatatel tes Mint pulitiched tm the 
London Gazette of Jan 29: 


Locxwoop, Groree W. 2 Forest Hill 
Honor Oak, Clerk “High Court Pet Jan % 
‘an 


RECEIVING ORDER DISCHARGED. 
Sourrer, Eawest (Separate nents), Ventnw, Isle of 
Wight, anaes Newport Ree Ord Juae 1, 1908 
Disc Jan 20, 1909 
FIRST MEETTNGS. 


Baxer, Joszeu Witt14m, Wolverhampton, Builder Mar 8 
Off Ree, 


at 12.30 Wolverhampton 
ma Bete Oe en man, Mar 4at8 


8 at 1 Off Rec, 89, Moseley st Tedeaticon yu 
ote. Sanne, Regent 


Brows, Samvet im, Se 
od Portsm: “5 Mar 8 at 3 or 


Cnn. Basapoovm, I 
Canter, Wititam Cotcoms, Wolverhampton, Washer 
Maker Mar 3 at 11 ee ee 
Ciemaxce, Hensert. Buxton gdns, Acton, Mar 
4at12 14, Bedford row 

Couex, ta Ts Se eens Mar3at12 Of 
Dexyert ye Attercliffe, Sheffield, Hardware Dealer 
Mar 3 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 


st 
me yg Stiagien, Draper Mar 8 at 1 
Goopmax, ALEXANDER, cres, —- Agent 
e March +2 12 b'dgs, Carey = ali 
REENBERG, Mo’ Leeds, Sasetolaeeber ‘arch 

ll Off Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
Hamittor, ng ey "s inn sq, Journalist March 9 at 12 
eo ee, JAMIN — Tailor March 3 at 11.90 
Hazzis, 8. ay rebar March 4 at 

11,30 Of | Rec, 22, Swan oot Seen Vill, are 
Haat, Wituay, ang he Haversiock Hil Mar 4 at ll 


Havarp, Jonn Taomas, Gyles nr Stourport, Grocer Mar 
5at2.15 Lion Hotel cotel, Kidderminster 


Hieos. Atvas, Wickwar, Builder Mar 3 at 11.90 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Hit, C H Bovrys, st Mar 3 at ll Bank 


Branksome, 
Sat 3 Messrs. Ourtis & Bon, 42, Station 
ages. Witutam Hesry, Brecon, Butcher 


aut S Co EE. ip See 28, Biteoten, Frouteestes 
Manufacturers Mar ¢ atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 

H ar Wol i 
= re, Tome, Fee en = hake olverhampton. Solicitor 


Inurseworts, Water CHares, 
Commercial Traveller Mar 4 at 3 Of Ree, B Byrom st, 


Manchester 
Taos, Saute, Sant Ween a. st. Stockbroker Mar 4 
Bankruptcy 


bidgs. Carey st 
pa. yp Wruulax, Merchant 
Mar 5 at 11.30 0 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 


Jouxsox, W, Gracechurch st, Timber Merchant Mar 5 at 
2.30 Ban! Carey st 
en, Costumier March 3 at 


Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 
meg ith. Tobacco 
Carey at 
Leapseree, Joax q M 








Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 


Wane Wittiram, ‘begin Ddu, encyn, Anglesey, 
Farmer Bangor Pet Feb 19” Oni Feb 19 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED. 


ESTAGLISHED iN 89I. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


been conducted under the 


X 630 Appeais to Quarter 


Sessions have 
supervision of the Corporation. 


direction and 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Liceused mepoer, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


om application. 
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Leake, James, sen, Shifnal, Salop, Solicitor March 3 at 
it 30 County Court Office, eley 

Leaxe, Mary Martin, Lawn cres, Kew gins March 5 at 
1 ford row 

Lewis, Grorar, Green st, _— Park, Fruiterer Mar 3 at 
1 Bank ruptcy bldgs, C y st 

ler Owen Owen, (Remy Hay Merchant March 8 at 3 

itish Hotel, Bangor 
Seaman HersearWiiiias, High st, Clapham, Ironmonger 
er 4ati130 132, York rd , Westminster Bridge 
Lasexar, Janes Tuomas, Hingley, Yorks, Manufacturer's 
Agent March Satit Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Mackerzir, Donatp, King st, Cheapside, Cigarette Mer- 
chant March 8 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mapp-oxs, Tromas. Treevnon, Abe: dare, Colliery Merchant 
March Sat 11:30 Off Rec, Post Office chmbra, Ponty- 


pridd 
Mawnood, Hewny Eavest Wiritam, Leeds, Advertisement 
Canvasser March 3 at 11.30 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, 


Pe, ge neey, Warwick, Baker March 3 at 3 
igh st, Coventry 

Passe Fede: ing st, Ramsgate, Newsagent March 3 

at 10. Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Perry, Taomas, Wolverhampton, Baker March 8 at 12 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Prsxett, Aaron A.trrepD, and Henry Pesxetr, Sander- 
stead, Surrey, Builders March 4 at 12 Off Rec, 139, 
York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Pui.ip Sancent yh gers South st March4ati2 Bank 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Pirrierp, Witttam, \ Farrier March 3 at 3 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

PotrarD, ALFRED Townsenp, Ilford, Essex, Commercial 
Traveller Mar9 at 12 14, Bedford row 

Witty, and Grorar eee Weaste, Salford, 

ers Mar3at3.3) Off Rec, B eg st, Manchester 

Reap, Joun Wriuiam, Kingston upon Hull Fruiterer Mar 

i a 11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, 


——— 


Beavy, Liewattyn, Guilford st, Russell sq Mar 8 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rupp, Ric#arp, Hockley, Essex, Builder Mar 5 at 19,15 
Messrs Talbot & White, 34, Clarence st, Southend on 


Sea 

corr, Dowatp ALBerr, ag Gardens sq Mar 3 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, C. poy Bed 

fuaw, ALFRED Jonwson, burn, Durham, Painter 
Mar 3 at 12 Off Rec, 80, Moseley st, Newcastle upon 


Tyne 

Simpsons, Samus, es on Sea, Essex, Isinglass Mer- 
chante’ Manager Mar 8 at12 14, Bedford row 

Suira, Freoertcx Avoustus, Grange Bermondsey, 
Leather Merchant March 5 at 12 ankruptcy bldgs, 
Cai 


rey st 

fyetumc, Artave Romsorp, ~ ga Surrey Mar 5 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Sxow, Wiit1am Hewey, Southend on Sea, Solicitor -Mar 
8at3 14, Bedford row 

TARLTON, Saran, Mary Exizaperu Frircutey, and 
Wituram Taytor Taeitox, Church Farm, Cossall, 
— Farmers Mar 3 at 11° Off Rer, 47, Full st, 


Tomas, _ TAanengrad, Anglesey, Farmer Mar 3 
at 3.30 British Hotel, Bangor 

Treacarm, Hersext, Manchester, Blouse Manufacturer 
Mar 3 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Taitrox, Ricnarp Baxpock, Faversham, Keut, Auctioneer 
March Sat 11 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Cante: bury 

Waits, Ricuarn, Westcliff on Sea, Grocer March 5 at 3 
14, Bedford row 

Wiruiams, Geoece Atrarp, Southport, Lancs March 4 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Witusox, Heveva, Cheltenham. March 4 at 3,15 
Court bldgs, Cheltenham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baker, Joun wes pa Cart Owner Liverpool 
Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 1 

Bensaurn, Crcrt, Tideneates, Mon, Licensed Victualler 
N .Mon Pet Feb8 Ord Feb19 

Brown, AMUEL Janez, a Park rd, Clerk High 
‘Court Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 1 

Browxz, Epoar Gatrritrsas, Swindon, Wilts, 

windon Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 
wer ET Bradford, Builder Bradford Pet Feb 


County 


Grocer 


Campsrii, Joux Stuart, Blomfield rd, Shepherd’s Bush, 
Patentee 


h Court Pet Nov10 Ord Feb 18 
Cxrosze, Witi1am Hewey, Lincoln, Builder Lincoln Pet 
Feb19 Ord Feb 19 
Conex, Joszrn, Leeds, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet Feb3 
Od Feb 18 


Dewssvey, Louis, Boyton, Lancs, Grocer Oldham Pet 
Feb 20° Ord Feb 20 

Dummer, James pty Harrow, Fruiterer St Albans 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 1 

Ex.iotr, Hewrny, Alma 3 8t John’s Wood High Court 
Pet Sept 15 Ord Feb19 

aes rye hywy) Warwick, Clerk Birmingham 

e 

ean, Hues Cameron, Heathurst rd, Hampstead, 
Medical Practitioner High Court Pet Jan 1 Ord Feb 
19 


Goopmax, Atexanper, Elgin eres, 
Court Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb1 
Granam, James oO be Epping, poh Edmonton Pet 


Ord Feb 19 
Clothier’s Manager Leds 


Greensexc, Moxnis, Laste, 
eb 17 Urd Feb 
Gaisve, WitiiaM Jonny, ‘Phonas Partie Deacon Grieve, 
and 4 ALFRED Faexce Gairve, Tenby, Pembroke, 
— General Drapers Pembroke Dock Pet Feb 2 Ord 


Hazr, Witi1am, Ornan rd, Haverstock Hill High Court 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
In Astavus Roszrt, Winshill o Rehr. Confectione™ 
on Trent Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 1 


remo Agent 





| Every Lawyer's Office 


SHOULD POSSESS 


“Truth” 
Cautionary List 


A Mine of Information on 


CURRENT 
SWINDLES 


THOSE WHO 
WORK THEM. 


1909 EDITION NOW READY. 
PRICE 1/~-; by post, 1/rk. 
Enlarged, Indexed, and Revised to Date. 


At all Railway Bookstalls & Booksellers,or at 
‘TRUTH’ Office, 10, Bolt Court, FleetSt., E.C. 














son, James, Croydon, Fishmonger Croydon Pet Jan 27 
Ord Feb 20 

Jackson, WiLt1AmM Epwarp, Bradford, Butcher Bradford 
Pet Dec1l Ord Feb 20 

Jounson, Witt1amM Henry, Hulme, pionetarter, Confec- 
tioner Manchester Pet Febi9 Ord Feb 1 

Jones, Jutia, and Freperick Joygs, Enfield, » Middlesex 
Edmonton Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 20 

Joxzs, Tomas, Liancarfan, nr Cowbridge, Glam, Farmer 
Cardiff Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Key, Tom SHarps, Heckington, Lincs, Baker Boston Pet 
Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Leake, JAMES, sen, ited, Salop, Solicitor Madeley Pet 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 2 

LisHMAN, JAMES Thomas, Bingley, Yorks, Manufacturer’s 
Agent Bradford Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 18 

Mappocks, Tuomas, Trecynon, Aberdare, Glam, Colliery 
Manager Aberdare Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 1 

Mawnoop, Henry Ervest Wittiam, Leeds, y 
Canvasser Leeds Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Panx, Wiiu1am Henry, Swansea, Colliery Agent Swansea 
Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Payne, Freperick Cuaries Lycett, Sutton Coldfield, 
pean. Baker Birmingham Pet Feb 18 Ord 

‘eb 19 

Pesxert, Aazow Atrrep, and Henry Pesxerr, Sander- 
: , Surrey, Builders Croydon Pet Feb 19 Ord 
Feb 19 

Pirriztp, Wttusam, Manchester, 
Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 18 

Pargsttry, Ricuarp, Friday st, Costume Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Jan8 Ord Feb 18 

Rozerts, Freperick Aubert. Kin; RS a st, Inven tor 
High Court Pet Nov9 P| 

Simpson, Samuzy, Leigh on Bea Besce, 1 singlass Rata's 
Manager Chelmsford Pet Feb 18 ‘Ord Feb 1 

Siarrer, Crrii Hueu, Earl’s Court sq, Clerk High Court 
Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb 18 

Sortomon, Josgpn, Canton, Cardiff, Tobacco Dealer Cardiff 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 19 

Tettey, Atpert Epwakrp, Zee, Carnarvon 
Bangor PetJan8 Ord Feb 

Truscott, Marx,and Rers Saat wl Liantarnam, or New- 
aye Mon, Builders Newport, Mon Pet Jan 30 Ord 


Furrier Manchester 


Wener, Peroy Jutian, Whitby, York, Theatrical Manager 
Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Waite, Epwarp Epwinx, Woking, Draper Guildford Pet 
Feb20 Ord Feb 20 

Wuirs, Ricnarp, Westcliff on Sea, Essex, Grocer Chelms- 
ford Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 19 

Wititams, WItuam, rs 
Bangor Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 

Winn, Marruew, Bassingham, Lice, Blacksmith Notting- 
ham Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 

Yearpiey, Jouxn Henry, Rotherham, York, Farmer 
Sheffield Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 18 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 29: 

Locgewoop, Gzorce Waiter Watson, Forest Hill rd, 
Honor Oak, Clerk High Court Pet Jan 26 Ord 
Jan 26 

ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 

Tayior, Herpert Cures, jun, Phillimore gédns High 
Court Adjud July 7, 1891 Annul Feb 18, 1999. 

Baxes, Tsowas Wiss, Lei Leicester Adjud Nov 

24,1903 Annul Feb 19, 1909 


Anglesey, Farmer 








: 


GQ TIMBON & SONS, Auctioneers 
Surveyors, 


8, Moorgate-street, Bank, E.C., and 2, New Kent-roaé 
(opposite the "Elephant and Castle). 
PROPOSED AUCTION DATES for 1909 :~ 
March 11, 18, and 25 | Aug. 12 and 26 
April 1, 22, and 29 Sept. 30 
May 6, 13, 20, and 27 Oct. 7, 14, 21, and 28 
June 3. 10, 17, and 24 Nov. 4, li, 18, and Ce 
July 1, 8, 15, 22, and 29 Dec. 2 and 9 
STIMSON & SONS also undertake SALES and 
by PRIVATE TREATY, Valuation for Probate 
purposer, Surveys, Negotiations of Mortgages and Party 
ships, Chancery Receiverships, Arbitrations, Railway Og 
pensation and other Claims, Sales of Furniture, Collegti 
of Rents, Assessment Appeals, &c. " 
Separate Lists of +4 Froperty, Ground-seaial 
Sale, and of Houses, Premises, Shops, Offices he Let; 
{ssued on the first of each month, and can be had fraeg 
Figeeyat 4 or by for two stamps. The Sale 
medium in London aay effecting Sales me 
and expeditiously. No charge for insertion. le 
No. 624 London-wall. Telegrams, “‘ Servabo,”’ Loodaan 


3 





REVERSIONS, LIFE INTERESTS, AND POLICE 


SLADE & BUTLER, 


Old- established Reversion Aucti 
and Specialists. ’ 
life Policies sold to immediate purchasers at utme 
value. 
Reversions speedily realised and Mortgages 
at low rate. 


Monthly Auctions, Established 1887. 


Stave & Buruee, 90 and 91, Queen St., Cheapside, E.G) 
Tel. No, 8059 Bank. Telegrams : “* Polysyllable, Londg 





FURNISHED AND UNFURNISHE 

FLATS . TOWN as 

COUNTRY HOUSES 
OF EVERY DESCRIPTION 

Also SHOPS and OFFICES 


FOR FULL PARTICULARS APPLY TO 


. J. Ronald, 
Su or, Valuer, Auctioneer, & Estate 
BELGRAVIA CHAMB 
72 VICTORIA STREET. 
2560 Victoria - - 
“ DECIDEABLE, 





Agent, 
ERS 
aw. 





« = 2561 Vict 
LONDON? 


Telephone 
Telegrams 





ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DA 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUE 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
12, OLD JEWRY CHAMBERS, E.C., 
and 308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773.) “| 
Telephone Nos.—* 5964 Bank,” “ 130 Streatham,” 
Telegrams—* Oldest, London.” 





TO THE LEGAL PROFESSION. 
THE CONDUIT STREET AUCTION GALLERIES, 5 


WN ESSRS. KNIGHT, FRANK, & RUTLEE 
undertake the SALE of Valuables for the Profe 
Solicitors haying to realise clients’ property are invil 
to consult the above, whose three great galleries are 9; pea 
daily, There are no finer rooms or better market in 
for the disposal of FAMILY JEWELS, OLD SILV) 
Ad th ang aber PICTURES, Engravings, Libraries, oing, 
Medals, Lace, Furs, China, Musical Instruments, Stamj 
Bronzes, Scul ure, Guns, Curios, Wines, 
property. sheld i in private residences ani 
sold on owners’ premises in town or pee ban Prog 
settlements. 
VALUATIONS for Fire Insurance. Knight, Frank, & 
Rutley’s signed Inventory and Valuation of the Contents 
a house is a needful adjunct to all Clients’ Policies. Vi 
tions for Estate Duty, Division, &c. Sale and Letting ¢ 
Town and Country Properties. Funds always available 
Mortgagors at short notice. Rating Surveys for Assessmem§ 
Committees. Property Surveys and Dulapidations, &c. 
The Conduit- street Auction Galleries, 9, Conduit-strest. § 
23a, Maddox-atreet, onda . 


* 





7 
. 


LAER, HOREBY. BC SONS, & CASS 
rs , BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, B.C. 


aacunied 1807. F 
AUCTIONEERS, poem ae AND SURVEYORS 


MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 
Telegraphic Addresse—“ FuLLEx, Horsey, Loxpox.” 
Telephone No. 249 Crrv. 


OOLOGICAL Gs 5D SE 

OPEN DOLE fam Som. until sunset. dm 
on Sundays, Fellows and F oor Oe only. ond 
6d.; other days, is. Children, 6d 








3eTs 


t-r ad, . 


2561 Victoria 
LONDON 


& DAW 
VALUERS, 


Loxpox.” 
a 
ENS. 
Admission! 
Mondays 





